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Research Summary 
This research aimed to explore means of evaluating a co-innovation and 
interinstitutional project for the sustainable development of family farmers in the 
Southeast of Uruguay (named FPTA 343) in order to finally develop an Evaluation 
Monitoring Framework (EMF) for assessing the accomplishment of the main actors’ 
aims (including farmers, technicians and council members). It also intended to identify 
other initiatives that can contribute to sustainable development in the region.  
This thesis focuses on five groups of participants, located predominantly in the 
influence areas of the Rural Development Societies of “San Carlos”, “Las Cañas” and 
“Garzón”, in the state of Maldonado, Uruguay. 
The EMF was primary based on relevant concepts, methodologies and methods from 
Systems Thinking, particularly from Midgley’s Systems Intervention methodology. 
The identification of other initiatives was mainly based on endogenous development 
approaches, particularly the eco-economy model. Data arose primarily from diagnoses 
of the social, technical and economic situation in the region (through interviews and 
quantitative information) and interaction activities with farmers in the local groups, 
institutions and technicians (through interviews and workshops). A wide range of 
visual strategies were implemented to sort and connect interpretations and outcomes. 
The results demonstrated it is possible to construct and implement an Evaluation 
Monitoring Framework (EMF), including the following steps: 
1. Describing the region or formulating the problem, including values of the actors 
involved.  
2. Discussing boundaries using multiple methodologies and theories, especially some 
that allow to explore sources of motivation, power and knowledge. 
3. Planning for rural sustainable development, considering the principles of 
“multifunctionality” of agriculture and “endogeneity”, the levels of strategy 
(regional, rural groups and farms) and the external factors that might have an effect. 
Actors were able to actively participate by getting involved in the follow-up and 
evaluation of the project. The generation of shared spaces of dialogue are considered 
a starting point for the promotion of actions, contributing to farmers feeling subjects 
of the development to be encouraged (preventing identified issues of marginalisation) 
and increasing their chances of sustainability.  
In the progress of the FPTA since 2017, the achievement of objectives has been 
considered sufficient and areas to improve were identified especially related to 
communication, congregation and empowerment (to generate a sense of belonging and 
trust, fundamental to promote collective action for growth).  
The most important contribution of this research is the creation of new ties, patterns 
and expectations, as well as the communication of new ways of appreciating extension, 
that could lead the generation of new purposes and goals.  
Keywords: family farmers, evaluation, sustainability, development, innovation, 
extension, intervention, endogenous. 
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"The belief in an external world independent of the perceiving subject is the basis of 
all natural sciences. Since, however, sense perception only gives information of this 
external world or of physical reality' indirectly, we can only grasp the latter by 
speculative means. It follows from this that our notions of physical reality can never 
be final. We must always be ready to change these notions -that is to say, the axiomatic 
sub-structure of physics- in order to do justice to perceived facts in the most logically 
perfect way" (Einstein 1934).  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
This chapter explains the research background, the problem situation under study, 
which contributed to the formulation of objectives, research questions and expected 
outcomes (presented textually and giving the study a structure depicted through a 
diagram). 
I.1. Research Context 
Rural regions in developing countries face an unfulfilled potential in agriculture due 
to the premature stage of technology, existence of market imperfections, incorrect 
function of institutions and natural monopolies. Recently, regional development has 
been identified as priority in the debates on agriculture (FAO 2001).  
In Uruguay, cattle family farming represents 47% of the incomes from agricultural 
production (the main industry of the country) and 70% of the total farmers. It is a sector 
located essentially in the North and East of the country, that currently faces a great 
vulnerability to drought, climate change and the increasing value of land (Sabourin et 
al. 2015). Therefore, in the past years the sector has been subject to studies and policies 
to improve sustainability. 
In 2017, an interinstitutional co-innovation project (named FPTA 343) for the 
sustainable development of family farming in the Southeast of Uruguay was 
implemented, aiming to strengthen individual and collective capacities (by increasing 
knowledge of available technology, improving decision-making processes, creating 
technical spaces for discussion and promoting the use of technical assistance), and to 
support Rural Development Societies, particularly referring to the application of 
shared technologies. The institutions involved were “Universidad de la República” 
(UdelaR), the National Institute of Agricultural Research (INIA) and “Instituto Plan 
Agropecuario” (IPA).  
This thesis is part of the FPTA project and focuses on five participating groups of 
family farmers, located predominantly in the influence areas of the Rural Development 
Societies of “San Carlos”, “Las Cañas” and “Garzón”, part of a larger region called 
“Sierras del Este” in the state of Maldonado, Uruguay (Figure 1).  
 
 
5 
 
Source: adapted from Google Maps 
Overall land use within these groups indicates they mostly produce cattle and sheep 
over natural grassland. The majority show limited productive performance and 
economic results, which could be very much associated to the non-use of the available 
technologies, partly explained by the fact that (due to its topographic and edaphic 
characteristics) the region did not integrate the models of agricultural modernization 
and, in this way, conserved not only the landscape, but also the traditional ways of 
production. This lack of modernization can be judged in two ways: as a disadvantage 
or as an opportunity to value a socio-technical model of alternative conservation to the 
dominant management (based on scale production, intensive in chemical and energy 
inputs, homogeneous products and traditional markets). 
Figure 1. Location of the Rural Development Societies under study 
6 
 
FPTA 343 was organized in 5 components: description of the regional innovation 
system; promotion of grouping and training of livestock producers; support for 
farmers’ organisations; improvement in their marketing processes and implementation 
of a monitoring and evaluation system. Considering the advanced stage of the project 
in 2019, the contribution of my study relates to the last step.  
According to Christoplos, Sandison and Chipeta (2012), evaluating and monitoring 
achievements is essential to optimize the extension contribution to rural livelihood and 
it must contemplate whether the objectives were achieved.  
 
I.2. Research Question, Aims and Expected Outcomes  
How to assess whether the activities undertaken in an inter-institutional project for the 
sustainable development of family farming are achieving the aims of the main actors 
involved? Aiming to answer this research question, the main purposes of my study 
were:  
(1) to develop an Evaluation Monitoring Framework (EMF) for assessing whether 
the activities developed by the co-innovation project in the East of Uruguay (FPTA 
343) are accomplishing the aims of the main actors; and  
(2) identify other initiatives that can contribute to the sustainable development of 
family farming in the region. 
It is intended that the EMF, though focused on the country of Uruguay in South 
America, can also be deployed for evaluation in similar contexts and comparable 
problematic situations. The EMF will be primary based on relevant concepts, 
methodologies and methods from Systems Thinking, particularly from Midgley’s 
Systems Intervention methodology. The identification of other initiatives (at Point 2) 
will be mainly based on endogenous development approaches, particularly the eco-
economy model. 
With these in mind, the expected outcomes were: 
➢ Providing a suitable framework for planners to really understand and discuss 
whether the problem is been tackled as a whole, demonstrating the relevance 
of the application of a soft and multimethodological approach for the 
evaluation of rural extension programs.  
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➢ Evaluating the project FPTA 343 for the purposes of learning, taking into 
account the implication of the context, conflicts and limitations, contributing 
to the creation of new expectations, new patterns and communication ways, 
which could be applicable to other interventions in the future. 
➢ Encouraging the integration of actors (farmers, technicians, local societies and 
institutions) and accommodating ideas in shared spaces for the promotion of 
actions for innovation and sustainable development.  
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I.3. Thesis Outline 
This project is organised in five major sections. It first introduces the study to be 
conducted. The following chapters are described in the diagram below. 
 
  
- Implications 
- Future directions 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Adaptation of Systemic 
Intervention 
 
 
LITERATURE  
REVIEW 
- The problems of rural areas 
- Groups and Regions as Systems 
- Theories of Regional Endogenous 
Development 
- The role of Extension 
- Midgley’s Systemic Intervention 
- Evaluation of Extension Programs 
- Eco-economy for solutions 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
         
RESULTS & 
DISCUSSION 
- Analysis  
- Evaluation 
- Explore “barriers” 
- Study perspectives 
- Initiatives to contribute to sustainable 
development 
Co-innovation for the 
sustainable development 
of family farming 
UdelaR, INIA, IPA
RESERACH AIM: 
Develop an EMF for 
assessing if the activities 
are meeting the aims of 
the main actors.
Multimethodology
Midgley's
Case 
Study
Lessons 
Figure 2. Thesis outline 
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
In this section, several theoretical approaches related to rural development and 
extension are described. They are of great relevance since they provide all the elements 
that support and guide the analysis carried out in this study. 
Figure 3. Theories that support this research 
 
  
•Challenges of family farming and climate change.
•Need of 'development' to focus on regions.
The problems of rural areas
•Systems thinking to aknowledge the wholeness of a
problem and analyse linkages and emergent
properties (Midgley 2000c) .
•Importance of the geographical dimension of
sustainable development.
Groups and Regions as 
Systems
•‘Endogeneity’ as vital for an authentic development
(Sposito 2018).
•Significance of local and regional institutions,
regional social capital, collaboration, innovation and
learning.
Regional Endogenous 
Development
•Organisation or association of farmers as agents of
rural development in the territories (Courdin &
Sabourin 2018).
•Processes of construction of a common identity.
Processes of Collective Action
•Reflection on the multiple roles of the rural
extension worker and the capacities and
competences that must be promoted to address
innovation and development (PROCISUR 2012).
The Role of Extension
•Ideas of boundary exploring with a participatory
engagement of stakeholders to understand problems,
using mixing methods and taking action for
improvement (Midgley 2000b).
Midgley's Systemic 
Intervention
•Evaluating and monitoring achievements as essential
to optimize the extension contribution to rural
livelihood (Ellis 2000).
•Guide for an evaluation with learning purposes.
Evaluation and Monitoring of 
Extension Programs
•As a guide for strategic action for rural development
or intiatives for improvement in the region (Kitchen
& Marsden 2009).
Eco-Economy
•To undestand the importance of representing and
imagining different types of knowledge and insights
into the characteristics of a space and a place, and
the potential sustainable futures.
Design and Visualisation
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II.1. The problems of rural areas 
Worldwide there are about 570 million farms, most of which are small (about 90%), 
located in developing countries and managed by families (Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations 2018b). Small farmers are daily facing problems 
of poverty, food insecurity and limited access to services and markets. Nevertheless, 
they are responsible for feeding a high proportion of the world’s population. Presently, 
there is a need of efficient and sustainable farming as a way of providing food and jobs 
to a growing population while preserving the natural resources. To meet these 
challenges, small family farmers play an essential role (Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations 2018b). 
According to FAO (2001), sustainable agricultural growth and rural development can 
be reached through the access to natural assets, technology, competitive fair markets 
and the information and infrastructure required to participate in these markets. 
However, especially in developing countries, there is an unfulfilled potential in 
agriculture due to the premature stage of technology, existence of market 
imperfections, incorrect function of institutions and natural monopolies. Therefore, 
rural (or regional) development has been identified as a non-trade priority in the 
debates on agriculture.  
Regions have become a focus for policy, among other reasons, because of their 
problems of high unemployment, short incomes, low educational achievements and 
low levels of service facility. In addition, globalisation and trade freedom have reduced 
the power of the nation state, making regions a relevant source of competitive 
advantage, for production, specialised knowledge and technological capacity (Beer, 
Maude & Pritchard 2003). 
 
II.1.I. The case of cattle family farmers in Uruguay 
Cattle family farming represents 70% of farmers in Uruguay (Figure 4). It is a sector 
located essentially in the North and East of the country, that currently faces a great 
vulnerability to drought, climate change and the increasing value of land (Sabourin et 
al. 2015). ‘Livestock family farming’ in the Pampa region (including Uruguay, South 
Brazil and Argentina) is defined as a type of family farming that has, an origin of its 
own: a commanded past and a unique ‘gaucho’ culture (Ribeiro 2009), intimately 
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linked to the landscape and its relationship with the animals, therefore, to a free, 
healthy and natural life-style (Sens & Soriano 2001). 
Source: adapted from MGAP-DIEA 2015. 
Livestock (based almost exclusively on cattle and sheep) represents the saving of the 
family, according to a patrimonial and identity logic that competes with market logic 
and commercial flows in the decision-making of the farmer. In Uruguay, it represents 
47% of the incomes from agricultural production, the main industry of the country 
(MGAP-DIEA 2015). 
Figure 5. Agricultural Production, by subsector, as a percentage of current dollars 
Source: adapted from MGAP-DIEA 2015. 
Figure 4. Regions grouped by agricultural production activities in 2011 
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Currently, the main challenges for livestock production are the reduction of space in 
the territory, with a recent decrease in the number of heads (due to the competition 
with cropping and forestry), the real estate market and the speculation of investment 
funds. A 'modern' approach would be that farmers should respond to challenges by 
intensifying production, but other alternatives suggest valuing the natural grassland 
and its complements to reduce the vulnerability to the lack of water or industrial 
products (Sabourin et al. 2015).  
There are also specific difficulties to the isolation of the family livestock sector, 
derived from its lack of organisation and, therefore, from a relative distance from 
public policies (Sabourin et al. 2015).  
In order to guarantee the economic and social sustainability of their activity, family 
farmers usually take two strategies: reduction of all costs and risks (traditionalists), or 
higher education of the children, with the incorporation of new ideas (Litre et al. 2007). 
Added to this is the obvious interest of family farmers to take care of nature, which is 
a vital element of their identity and way of life; an interest that has grown 
proportionally to their understanding of the harmful effects of climate change (Litre et 
al. 2007). 
Source: Presidency of the Republic (2013) 
 
II.1.II. Climate change in the region  
A study from 49 climatic stations in the Pampa region (Uruguay, Argentina and South 
Brazil), using Surfer version 8.0 (Golden Software, Inc.) estimated change in the 
average annual accumulated precipitation for Uruguay in the 2020 and 2050 time-
Figure 6. Typical livestock family farmer in Uruguay 
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horizons would be incremental throughout the territory. Estimates were made based 
on the assembly of four global climate models (HADCM3, ECHAM4, CSIRO-mk2 
and GFDL-R30), forced with socioeconomic scenarios A2 (high) and B2 (medium), 
set by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, Data Distribution 
Centre). The base values used for precipitation and temperature correspond to the 
period 1971-2000. For Uruguay, these values are 1200 mm of annual accumulated 
rainfall and 17 ° to 18 ° C of annual average air temperature.  
The largest increases in annual average accumulated rainfall for the 2020s would occur 
in scenario A2 with values of 2.5% on average, and maximums of 4%. In scenario B2, 
increases are estimated to be slightly lower (Figure 7). For 2050, the greatest increases 
in average annual precipitation would occur in scenario A2, with maximum values of 
7% (Figure 8). The average annual air temperature, in scenarios A2 and B2 and for the 
2020s would increase between 0.3 to 0.5 ° C (Figure 9). In the 2050s, the increase in 
average annual air temperature would be greater, reaching values between 1.2 ° to 1.8 
° C in scenario A2, and from 1.0 ° to 1.3 ° C in scenario B2. The greatest increases in 
average annual air temperature would occur in northern Uruguay and the smallest in 
areas near the Atlantic coast (Figure 10).  
 
 
Source: Giménez et al. (2009) 
Figure 7. Changes in annual average accumulated precipitation (%) in the 2020s 
compared to the base period (A2 scenario on the left, B2 scenario on the right) 
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Source: Giménez et al. (2009) 
Source: Giménez et al. (2009) 
 
Source: Giménez et al. (2009) 
Figure 8. Changes in annual average accumulated precipitation (%) in the 2050s 
compared to the base period (A2 scenario on the left, B2 scenario on the right) 
Figure 10. Changes in mean annual air temperature (° C) in the 2050s from the base 
period 
Figure 9. Changes in mean annual air temperature (°C) in the 2020s from the base period 
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Results suggest that cultivated pastures of perennial species in intensive meat 
production areas in Uruguay, would be less sensitive than annual crops to the climatic 
conditions projected in this study. No negative effects were projected but increases 
from 3% to 7% (Table 1).  
Table 1. Estimated production of cultivated pastures in Uruguay in 2 observed 
climate scenarios (1930-1960 and 1970-2000) and one future climate scenario 
Scenario Forage dry 
matter (kg/ha) 
1930 – 1960 6828 
1970 – 2000 7088 
2020 7573 
Source: Giménez et al. (2009) 
For natural pastures in “Colinas & Lomadas del Este” and “Sierras del Este” 
agroecological zones located in the Southeast region (SE) of Uruguay, an increase in 
the annual production of 4% was estimated during the first 2016-35 and 17% during 
the second period 2036-55 (Figure 11). 
Source: Giménez et al. (2009) 
Figure 11. Difference (%) of the annual pasture production in the Southeast 
agroecological zone, between the base period and the different climatic scenarios 
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For this region of the country, the most relevant change estimated in the climatic 
variables was the 1.5 ° C increase in the minimum air temperature throughout the year. 
This would explain the increases in pasture production that were estimated, mainly 
during spring and autumn, since, during the summer the limitation is water. Regarding 
winter, when an increase in temperatures could favor forage production, no greater 
increases were estimated, probably due to the low winter production characteristic of 
these agro-ecological zones, as a consequence of the low proportion of winter species. 
However, climatic conditions could promote the development and an increase in the 
incidence of diseases such as fusarium and other pests and parasites that affect both 
plant and animal production. In addition, a very widespread increase in variability was 
observed in the more recent past. Climatic variability and the occurrence of extreme 
events (frost, hail, drought) result in very important damages for the agricultural sector 
and frequently it requires several years to recover economically and financially from 
the damages (Giménez et al. 2009), proving the need to continue with studies on the 
climate and its evolution. 
In 2013, the Uruguayan Deparment of Agriculture (MGAP) launched a call to family 
livestock farmers located in “Cuesta Basáltica” and “Sierras del Este” for financing 
projects, acknowledging their vulnerability on the basis that these landsacpe units 
(1,900,000 ha in the North and 660,000 in the East) contain soils with low water 
storage capacity and a high proportion of installed family farmers (Presidency of the 
Republic 2013).  
Source: Presidency of the Republic (2013) 
Figure 12. Landscape units considered especially vulnerable to climate change in 
Uruguay 
 
Southeast 
North  
 
Vulnerable areas  
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II.2. Groups and Regions as Systems  
II.2.I. A systemic approach to regional research  
According to the US National Research Council (2010),  for agricultural studies to 
take advantages of synergies that can arise from understanding the linkages between 
farming components and in the design of trade-offs, a systems or holistic approach 
should be endorsed. Producers, industry and university can work together to build 
farming systems that achieve sustainability. Recommendations are that public and 
private research and development programs fund and apply collective research and 
extension that address the relations between production, economic, environmental and 
social sustainability results, exploring also the connections between socioeconomic 
and biophysical phases of the farms to build resilience. The same could be transfer to 
a landscape or regional level, adapting designs to meet specific community 
expectations. Examples include tools for systems modelling with multiple objectives, 
which allow policy planning and making regarding market and farmer´s views.  
In local situations, the usefulness of Systems Thinking is proven when the 
interconnection between ecological, social and personal problems demonstrates that 
none of these would be possible to solve if the problematic situation was not taken as 
a whole (Midgley 2000d). 
II.2.II. Important concepts of Systems Thinking 
Mechanism is a Western view that everything can be observed and described as if it is 
a machine (predictable, functional, comprehensible). In the 20th century, these 
settlements started to be questioned. New philosophies were developed to prove that 
most of what occurs is, in fact, unpredictable. Randomness could be part of the world 
or it scapes from the limitations of our capacity to understand (Fitzgerald 1999). 
Therefore, it seems that something can not be fully or perfectly explained and one of 
the offered alternatives for this century’s theories is Systems Thinking (Midgley 
2000d). 
For general systems theorists (such as Von Bertalanffy), it was necessary to transcend 
disciplines to increase our understanding of the phenomenon to be explained. Like a 
Russian doll, the world could be seen as hierarchy of systems (cell, organ, organism, 
family, community, ecosystem, planet, solar system, galaxy), each of which includes 
and is included into another system (Midgley 2000c). On other view of systems 
thinking, Churchman (1968) defended the limited nature of understandings and hence 
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the impossibility of comprehending, being essential to consider enough information 
(various views) to produce a rich representation (Ulrich 1983).  
Systems Thinking responds to a conflict with reductionism, which supports 
unidirectional cause and effect relations, forgetting to analyse emergent properties: 
“the ones that result from the interaction of a system as a whole rather than from one 
or two of its parts in isolation”. This idea is explained by Midgley (2000c), when he 
points out some important influencers to Systems theory in the mid-20th Century: 
Table 2. Important influences to Systems theory in the mid-20th Century 
Idea Author 
The material world works as if it is a huge machine (including 
living beings). The idea of an open system is introduced, which 
takes inputs from its environment and expels waste products in 
order to maintain its identity (keeping energy and order). 
Von 
Bertalanffy 
(1968) 
The viewer of the world is not simply a receptor of stimuli but 
creates his world... Nevertheless, construction of realities can be 
controlled using appropriate methods, separating the observer and 
observed. 
Von 
Bertalanffy 
(1968) 
In relation to dualism: theories are inevitably expressed in 
language, which provides a set of collective categories to think 
and communicate. Therefore, the content of mind and matter is 
constructed through language, is relative. 
Wittgenstein 
(1953) 
Cybernetics defended the idea of feedback:  causal 'loops' between 
a system, when changing its behaviour, and its environment, 
sending back information about the effects of this behaviour. 
Bateson 
(1970) 
'Mind' extends throughout matter to rejects realism, but at the 
same time, says that data represents real events objects, although 
not being perfect reflections of them. 
Bateson 
(1970) 
Individuals are driven by emotions to choose one 'rationality' over 
another, so arguments are shaped by emotion. “This is why an 
appeal to the emotions can have such a powerful effect in terms of 
changing people's ways of thinking” (Bilson, 1996, 1997). 
Observation depends on the organisation and structure of a subject 
or the language he uses to build the observations. 
Maturana 
(1988) 
Situations are inevitably perceived from a 'subject' and 'object' 
point of view at the same time, since they have a recursive 
relationship, one implies the presence of the other. Therefore, both 
should be analysed to take a holistic approach.   
Fuenmayor 
(1991) 
The separation of subject and object in Fuenmayor’s theory makes 
us fall in radical subjectivity instead of objectivity (still expressing 
disunity), falling to acknowledge the unifying role of language in 
the creation of concepts.  
Minger (1992) 
Source: adapted from Midgley (2000) 
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In the final half of the 20th Century, Western philosophy (now “process philosophy”) 
adopts a new paradigm in which language is given importance as a linker, constructing 
both subject and object, meaning they are defined by making boundary judgements. 
Then, Process philosophy allows the emergence of a new theoretical pluralism to 
centre or decentre human beings in an analysis, depending on the aims and values 
being chased (Midgley 2000c). 
 
II.2.III. Focusing on Regions 
Since the 1950s several Development theories and approaches have emerged, changed 
and complemented each other in a convoluted way, adopting both a systemic and a 
topological definition.  
It is fundamental to explain how development manifest itself in a spacial or 
geographical dimension. The spatial dimension into the concept of development was 
incorporated by the economist Francois Perroux in 1950. He considered spaces as 
components structures of abstract relations and differentiated ‘real’ (e.g. nation or 
firm) and ‘abstract’ space (e.g. income of citizens). According to Perroux, economic 
spaces should consider the economic relations between economic elements and are 
centres or poles defined by a plan, a “field of forces” and “homogeneous aggregate” 
(Higgins 2017). Consequently, development is a process of spatial differentiation or a 
spatial “clustering” of activities, where the leading industries promote the growth of a 
group of impelled industries. This idea means development is polarised and uneven 
(Myrdal 1957) and, in this process, poles are propense to adopt innovations, as 
suggested by Schumpeter in 1934 (Sposito 2018). 
Boudeville (1966) complemented this idea by distinguishing “economic space” and 
“region”. He suggested that space is the abstract field where development occurs, 
independent of a physical state; whereas, regions are geographical areas that share 
uniform characteristics (it is “homogenous”), contain a core of influence and a 
hinterland (it is “polarised) and are subject to planning or the application of economic 
or political decisions, so called “programming region”(Sposito 2018). 
Martin and Sunley (1998) also assume that geography is essential to the growth 
process, considering that external economies, skilled workforce and innovation all 
seem to be spatially clustered within countries. 
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As discussed, establishing boundaries is an essential component of Systems Thinking. 
Hence, the notions of a Systemic approach and a Regional one seems to complement 
each other perfectly in order to meet the standards of respectable regional research. 
Systems Thinking indicate that systems are part of systems, therefore, when 
considering geography, countries contain clusters which are the regions and are 
contained by the global system. At the same time, if a region is chosen as the space for 
sustainable development (implying boundary decisions), it will contain the four sub-
processes of Development and their corresponding spaces: socio-cultural, ecological, 
economic and organisational, as pictured in Figure 13 (Sposito 2018). 
Source: Sposito and Faggian (2013) 
 
II.3. Theories of Regional Endogenous Development 
The principle of ‘endogeneity’ seems vital for an authentic development. 
‘Endogenous’ meaning it comes from the centre of the society and reflects its values 
and vision of future (Nerfin cited in Sposito 2018) .  
‘Endogenous growth theories’ have first developed as a radical response to the 
neoclassical approach, with models of ‘endogenous broad capital’, that show that 
capital investments can make technology public, generating a spread of learning and 
knowledge, and ‘endogenous innovation’, known as Schumpeterian because of the 
central role to growth that improvements in technology through innovation by the 
producers have (Crafts 1996).  
Figure 13. Decision-making spaces for sustainable development 
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In 1979, the human costs of ‘green revolution’ (for the ones that got excluded) together 
with a pure economic view of development of the industrial revolution, started a global 
discussion on the need of a new perception of growth. In response to the ‘basic needs’ 
approach - which proposed short-term improvements in consumption levels of specific 
groups under the ‘poverty line’, still prioritizing growth in GNP – Friedmann and 
Douglass (1978) suggested that most basic needs should be fulfilled through 
production at the local level. What he called ‘agropolitan districts’ would be units of 
production, distribution and governance, self-capable of providing their needs and 
making decisions regarding their industries, cooperatives and other common 
initiatives; but still reliant on a strong role of the state in the redistribution of resources. 
This ‘another’ development focused on human requirements and the expansion of local 
consciousness.  
According to Plummer, Tonts and Martinus (2014), neoclassical development models 
consider technological change as exogenous, while ‘endogenous’ see it as internal, 
resulting from innovation and the aggregation of knowledge, which are key to meet 
economic achievements and competitiveness. This meant that characteristics such as 
levels of education, investment in research and development, institutional support and 
entrepreneurship should be regarded for growth at the local level (Lucas 1988). 
‘Geographers, economists and other social scientists soon began to apply endogenous 
growth theory to understanding development at subnational scales, and in particular 
cities and regions’ (Plummer, Tonts & Martinus 2014), especially focusing on the 
drivers of growth and the geography of inequality. 
A study in Western Australia’s Regional Cities (Plummer, Tonts & Martinus 2014) 
proved that even in a scenario of high economic growth, due to a ‘resource boom’ 
between 2006 and 2011, the inequality persists; since the employment rates 
substantially increased but very differently among localities and sectors. Therefore, 
competitiveness needed to be improved locally to capitalise the benefits.  
Beer, Maude and Pritchard (2003) referred to a ‘new regionalism’ view that address 
the significance of local and regional institutions, regional social capital, collaboration, 
innovation and learning; being social capital generated through the relationships 
between people in the community working together, creating common norms, values 
and understandings that cope with the solving of shared problems. Particularly in 
marginalised communities, strong social capital is essential for the growth of centres 
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of local business and households to place together the resources for employment and 
learning.  
Nevertheless, external-demand factors such as commodity prices, trade policy, 
exchange and interest rates also account for the competence of the local economy and 
should be also included in the policy processes to avoid the risk of increasing spatially-
uneven development. This points the need for comprehensive evaluations on local and 
regional productivity and on the interactions with other spaces (Plummer, Tonts & 
Martinus 2014).  
There is no unique and commonly accepted version of the endogenous development 
process. The Sustainable Livelihood Framework (Ellis 2000) demonstrates that, in 
rural societies, we should evaluate assets (natural, physical, human, financial and 
social capital), activities, and the access to these (mediated by institutions and social 
relations) and also how they evolve through time in response to changing conditions 
and circumstances. This is because rural societies are influenced by a ‘vulnerability 
context’ (or external environment), described by trends (national or economic, macro-
policies, population and technological changes, processing of products, etc.) and 
shocks (particular challenges), which intercede the strategies that people assume to 
achieve their livelihood aims (Figure 14). The capability of a regional economy to 
recover from these actions through adaptive changes to continue or improve its 
growing path is what demonstrate its ‘Resilience’(Martin & Sunley 2014).  
Source: adapted from Ellis (2000) 
Figure 14. Sustainable Livelihood Framework 
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II.4. Processes of Collective Action 
In Uruguay, the associative forms linked to family production are long-standing. The 
first antecedents (in the early 1900s), sought to overcome the restrictions and 
challenges faced by agricultural markets. Subsequently, they began to address the 
challenges of technological modernization processes, which could have consequences. 
Also, to face articulation to gain negotiating power or competitiveness against other 
business actors, and to incorporate a growing agenda of issues related to rural 
development. Among them, the National Commission for Rural Development has 
played a key role, not only as a supporter of family production; but as a network of  
organisations located throughout the national territory, which has fostered the 
integration of family producers from all productive sectors, seeking to improve their 
quality of life (Courdin & Sabourin 2018).  
In livestock farming, particularly, collective strategies have been underutilized as a 
tool to overcome the structural limitations of productive factors and develop 
competitive advantages. But, since the 90s, intentions were to develop a strategy to 
tackle the lag in the development of smaller livestock farmers. To this end, the 
formation of groups of small and medium farmers was promoted, which had technical 
assistance and training (Courdin 2013). This is the case of the groups under study.  
The processes of collective action or organisation of producers constitute agents of 
rural development in the territories, therefore they should be considered in public 
policies and (Courdin & Sabourin 2018) discuss why and how: 
➢ What gives unity and coherence to the group is the participation of its members in 
some activities and, above all, the acceptance of a set of generalized beliefs, which 
are usually accompanied by the appearance of a group conscience. 
➢ Collective institutional strategy responds, on the one hand, to the need to 
incorporate associative processes into rural development as a transversal axis of 
policies, since the integration of family farmers allows participation in the 
generation and allocation of surplus (Vassallo 2001). On the other hand, it responds 
to a requirement of international financial institutions, which maintain that the 
participation of objective beneficiaries is an indispensable element for the success 
of development projects, since it transforms them into active subjects of their own 
development.  
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➢ In the case of collectives generated endogenously, based on prior knowledge of 
actors and a real need (not only created by an external opportunity), the 
development of cooperative attitudes occur more easily, which enables a process 
of “relaxed” learning, which is not pressured by deadlines or external demands (for 
example, institutional programs that have deadlines for meeting goals). This 
translates into greater durability of the collective over time. 
➢ The groups promoted from external sources, through the stimulation of public 
policies, sometimes, face greater difficulties in constructing rules and, later, in 
adapting new ones. This is linked to the self-organization capacity generated and 
the degree of confidence achieved. Many times, they do not have a common goal 
and social interaction is difficult, leading to the rupture or rearrangement (change 
of members) of the group in the short term. Often external intervention is required 
to find solutions. 
➢ For collective action to exist, it is not enough that individuals are jointly organized 
or associated, based on a common goal (Barrera 2017). Processes of mutual 
recognition, trust, reciprocity and construction of a common identity are necessary, 
which are part of the attributes of the actors. There are three processes for building 
collective action and social capital: the delegation of power and responsibility, 
learning and the ability to adapt new rules (Ostrom & Ahn 2003). 
➢ To assume power or responsibility, the profile of the leader matters: his or her 
charisma and personal political resources, previous experience of associationism, 
educational or cultural level, career in production or in community activities, to 
compensate farmers who are new to the activity or to the area. 
➢ In some cases, when groups obtain technical advice through public projects, they 
are able to solve dilemmas, since the external technician encourages the 
participation of individuals, the exchange of information and tries to avoid 
individualistic tendencies, facilitating the construction of trust. Technicians 
intervene in the definition of roles or delegation of power: establishing who should 
perform such a task or mediating an electoral act. In other cases, they act as leaders, 
who impose and enforce rules, to avoid conflicts within the group, which is 
problematic for generating a dependency on the professional.  
➢ Learning by common practice, by social interaction within the group (given by 
individual capacities and motivations), is essential to build a common perception 
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of resources among its users. Actors learn that mobilizing resources within the 
group, such as information, influence and recognition, generates gains such as 
power, reputation and personal satisfaction, which favours them in accessing 
resources, positioning themselves in networks, generating trust, etc. Also, for the 
adaptation or renewal of rules that allow the exploitation and management of the 
resource. 
➢ The policy format should not "routinize" participatory practices, but rather 
encourage groups to equip themselves with the necessary capacities for innovation, 
and their events and failures serve as learning. 
➢ These issues strengthen initiatives and capacities for autonomous action, valuing 
empowerment and social leadership, to promote collective action and, thus, 
generate initiatives "felt" from the territories. 
 
II.5. The Role of Extension 
In Latin American territories, actors whose main objective is the search for 
profitability emerge in coexistence with family farmers, who constitute a high 
proportion of the sector's workforce and are responsible for the production of basic 
foods. In this sense, there is a polarization in the distribution of income, which 
generates asymmetries between and within territories. Furthermore, difficulties in 
accessing resources (land and water) lead to the expulsion and poverty of residents and 
small farmers (Catullo 2014). 
To the complexity of the aforementioned situations, new conceptual and problematic 
categories are added such as innovation, food security and sovereignty, climate 
change, pollution, renewable energies, and the care of resources (water, soil, 
biodiversity), among other topics that are currently convened by those who work in 
the region. 
Looking for answers to these challenges, Latin American extension systems carry out 
a deep reflection on the multiple roles of the rural extension worker and the capacities 
and competences that must be promoted to address the changes that occur in their fields 
of action (Catullo 2014). In this context, ‘extension’ refers to an educational process 
which works with rural people, supports them and prepares them to confront their 
problems more successfully (FAO 1985). 
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According to Berdegué (2002), the different historical moments implied giving the 
extensionist the role of a diffuser of knowledge and technological tools from research 
centres to producers, an educator, a systemic operator for farmer empowerment and a 
communicator, among many other functions. In the diffusionist model, the premise is 
that there is knowledge available and a good relationship between Research and 
Extension. Therefore, the task of extension is convincing the farmer to adopt 
technology (the focus is on the technical-farmer relationship, since the context 
surrounding this relationship is not perceived as limiting). For Röling (cited in Grau 
2019), in developing countries, the main problem is the lack of relationship between 
research and extension, which generates disarticulations that affect the operation and 
strongly limit the efficiency with which the system works (Grau 2019). 
Currently, conceptual approaches recognize new meanings for rural extension. As 
Catullo (2014) postulates, in Latin America there is a new meaning and role for rural 
extension aimed at promoting collective action through knowledge, learning and 
coordination platforms, which facilitate innovations in regional and territorial 
development processes.  
As discussed before, territorial development strategies are proposed to assess the 
regions’ specific resources, to avoid focusing on global competition just from the 
reduction of costs. The specific cultural products of a territory are a set of "know-how", 
cultures and stories developed around a territory, organized to be valued at a local level 
(festivals, tourist routes, food and wine, etc.) through the mobilization of local actors 
and an organization that highlights the link between product and territory. The 
emphasis is not only on the geographical environment of the rural environment, but 
also on the ways of living, food, goods and services. The objective is not just a territory 
that exports better, but that individuals, actors and relations in the territory and the 
value of their assets can be improved and constitute a means of exit from poverty 
(Ranaboldo & Fonte 2008). 
The role of technical assistance and rural extension (TARE) in the countries of South 
America must facilitate innovation processes for territorial development, with social 
inclusion and environmental sustainability, by strengthening the capacities of all the 
economic and social actors, the promotion of collective actions (networking) and inter-
institutional coordination (PROCISUR 2012). The construction of knowledge depends 
on the exchange of data, information and ideas, but knowledge is somewhat broader 
and deeper, it implies a combination of experience, values and information (De 
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Hegedüs & Vassallo 2005). Some authors such as Röling (cited in Areosa 2017) define 
knowledge as a property of the mind, which cannot be transferred, but is specific to 
each individual, instead information can flow freely and can be exchanged. Not only 
scientific knowledge, but also implicit knowledge of production, distribution and 
consumption activities that generate important inputs for the innovation process must 
be valued. Implicit knowledge is acquired through experience in the production 
process itself and is represented by organisational and institutional practices of social 
and economic agents (PROCISUR 2012), including the knowledge of social actors and 
communities, generated through historical - cultural processes and that are part of its 
territorial identity (Areosa 2017). 
In the 80s, Röling (1990) developed the idea of Information Agricultural Knowledge 
and Information Systems. In these systems, the TARE technician interacts with the 
researcher to transform knowledge into information (which circulates freely); at the 
same time that he also interacts with the farmer to transform the information into 
learned knowledge (in the “Freirian” sense) for later action, or to transform the 
farmers's knowledge into valuable information for the researcher. Röling (1990) 
describes the Agrarian Information and Knowledge System (AIKS or, in Spanish, 
SICA) as "the set of institutions, organisations and people in the rural environment and 
their relationships and interactions, involved in the generation, transfer, storage, 
retrieval, integration, dissemination and use of knowledge and information" (Grau 
2019). 
De Hegedüs (2013) points out 4 aspects of this definition that are in coherence with 
previously discussed theories of Systems Thinking:  
Table 3. Characteristics of an Agrarian Information and Knowledge System 
 
The system is made up of actors that can be organisations or people. 
This perspective is more concerned with the functions that the system must fulfil 
than with aspects of the organisational structure. It does not matter so much who 
performs a certain function, but that it is fulfilled in practice. 
If the parts work synergistically, the result is more than the sum of what is obtained 
by working in isolation. 
Innovation, decision making and problem solving are emergent properties of the 
system. 
Source: adapted from De Hegedüs (2013) 
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In practice, innovation systems in developing countries suffer from a great immaturity, 
in the sense that they present infrastructure with deficiencies, institutionality is 
inadequate (legislation, markets and interaction patterns that do not work). 
Collaborative cultures stand out as a strong limiting factor in the growth of innovation 
systems, which affect the role of systemic managers in terms of trust and the 
achievement of the proposed collective objectives. Other problems are as clientelism, 
social exclusion, nepotism and corruption (PROCISUR 2012).  
Developing countries advance in the construction of participation spaces for rural 
communities, such as the and the equitable incorporation of small and medium 
producers in the Value chains There are several institutions and organisations trying 
to perform the functions of systemic innovation managers, although they do not 
specialize in the task, they function as intermediaries, where the management activity 
is complementary to a set of other tasks (Areosa 2017).  
Many times, this lack of formality is many times criticised and the concept of 
“innovation brokers” comes up as a solution. They can be defined as actors, 
organisation or agents who act as manager in any aspect of the innovation process 
between two or more parties. Intermediary activities include: helping to provide 
information on potential collaborators, acting as a mediator or intermediary for entities 
and organizations that are already in the process, finding funders and advice to 
implement and enhance the results of the innovation process (Klerkx, Hall & Leeuwis 
2009). However, brokers still face issues of credibility and legitimacy in situations of 
conflicts of interests and their impact could be invisible or underestimated (Areosa 
2017). 
Successful extension cases in the role of “innovation brokers” show that they emerged 
in a self-organized way, producing a very diverse picture of managers, adapted to 
specific regions and subsectors, continuously evolving and enjoying immense 
dynamics. In addition, it is important to implement a diagnosis of the innovation 
system, which shows its strengths and weaknesses, identify those organisations and 
institutions that have innovation management functions and to what extent they 
complement or overlap in the task (this process equals Midgley’s “boundary critique”, 
explained in the next chapter). The main function of systemic innovation brokers 
should be to improve and strengthen the quality of interactions and processes during 
innovation trajectories, this requires promoting participation and interdependent 
networks that collaborate and cooperate effectively (Areosa 2017). 
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Moreover, from the systemic perspective, progress is being made in integrating 
multiple disciplines into rural extension work, as the reality far exceeds disciplinary 
approaches and requires interdisciplinary treatment. Various actors involved in 
regional innovation systems take steps towards consolidating approaches 
interdisciplinary of reality, opening fields of knowledge, work and practice to 
disciplines not previously contemplated (Landini, Olivera Mendez & De Hegedüs 
2017). Also, next chapters will demonstrate how further progress could be achieved 
by making use of multimethodology approaches in rural intervention (as suggested by 
Midgley 2000).  
 
II.6. Midgley’s Systemic Intervention 
System Thinking includes a variety of methodologies to analyse problems that 
implicate complexity, risk and uncertainty by considering the ‘whole’ of a system and 
the behaviours and interactions of its parts. One of these methodologies is known as 
‘Systemic Intervention’, which represents Midgley’s (2000) approach and is included 
in the ‘soft system methodologies’, generally used to tackle very complex problems 
involving social aspects with unclear objectives.  
In summary, the main principles of the Systemic Intervention approach are (Figure 
15):  
1) boundary exploring, with a participatory engagement of stakeholders to 
understand the wicked problems;  
2) using mixing methods from system approaches; and  
3) taking action for improvement from where you are.   
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Figure 15. Model of Systemic Intervention  
Source: Stephens (2013) 
Midgley’s approach defends theoretical pluralism arguing that a theory is a particular 
way of seeing things according to values. “There can be no standard observers, only 
particular observers whose structure at any point in time enables the use of language 
to give rise to observations” (Maturana 1988). Therefore, if a variety of values or 
objectives are pursued in diverse contexts, a balanced variety of theories may be useful 
to develop understanding. “Why seek a unitary explanation at all? Within a group of 
people who accept the existence of a phenomenon (say, pluralism of viewpoints), isn't 
this acceptance sufficient to co-ordinate the co-ordinations of actions?”. 
Considering this subjectivity, theoretical pluralism also becomes possible, since 
various types of methods will allow clarifying values, exploring viewpoints, 
facilitating participation, visioning possible future scenarios, etc. Whether in the 
natural or social sciences, scientists need to accept that their practice is inevitably 
value-full (not neutral) and their research is just one part of their intervention. 
Furthermore, Systemic Intervention wishes to reflect on the boundaries of problematic 
situations; considering the viewpoints of several stakeholders; addressing issues of 
marginalisation and adapting theories and methods to the objectives (Figure 16). The 
theory behind assembles ideas of Churchman (1970), Ulrich (1983) and Midgley 
(2000).  
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Figure 16. Model of marginalisation 
Source: Adapted from Midgley et al. (2007). 
 
To understand the importance of boundaries, Midgley claims that even numbers (being 
mathematics traditionally consider the most 'fundamental' science) can only exist 
because they are priory distinguished by a boundary from that which they are not. 
Current global environmental issues (in which ecological, social and personal 
problems interact) demonstrate that only by openly judging boundaries and 
encouraging diverse participation, can cover possible solutions and minimise side-
effects of intervention. Every natural scientific study has a social context and a value 
(or ethics) which drives it. If this is acknowledged, natural scientists need to employ 
some of the techniques and methods for encouraging debate that social scientists have 
developed before (“What motivates the observer to be looking at one thing rather than 
another?”). An option is creating inter-disciplinary alliances and explore the vast 
opportunities for public participation in deciding research agendas. 
Regarding marginalisation, Systemic Intervention in the 21st Century aims to 
reconceptualise social exclusion, considering some dilemmas and the design of 
methods to reflect on them. 
Midgley has particularly study marginalisation and stigmatisation processes related to 
conflict that persists between stakeholders (Midgley & Pinzón 2011), which can be 
observed when certain groups and the problems that matter to them are ‘neither fully 
included in nor excluded from the system and stay subject to strong labelling and ritual 
treatment’ (Midgley et al. 2007), being source of conflict when valued or devalued for 
decision-making. E.g.: “children have chosen to live on the streets, but it does not 
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indicate that this is where they really want to be: it is a reflection of the lack of 
alternatives available to them”.  
For the contemplation on the ethics of tracing boundaries, a practical guideline 
developed by Ulrich (1983) within his methodology ‘Critical Systems Heuristics’ is 
recommended. It includes 12 questions to interrogate what the system currently is and 
what it ought to be, addressing issues of sources of motivation, control, knowledge and 
legitimacy. 
It can be, then, argued that Midgley’s methodological pluralism invites actors to 
perceive methodology as changing and progressive, in a way they can continuously 
learn from others, and to make use of numerous methods from many different 
paradigms that can improve the systems thinking means for intervention. ‘It takes a 
combination of semi-structured interviewing, problem mapping, interactive planning, 
critical systems heuristics, and viable system modelling to support stakeholders in both 
defining the issue and responding to it systemically’ (Midgley 2014). 
 
II.7. Evaluation and Monitoring of Extension Programs 
In 2012, the Global Forum for Rural Advisory Services published a guide for the 
assessment of extension programs, presenting what should be the aims and the design 
of evaluation (Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). The most relevant tips are 
summarized below: 
➢ Evaluating and monitoring achievements is essential to optimize the extension 
contribution to rural livelihood. For evaluators, a central question is whether the 
objectives were achieved; that is, do customers have greater control over their 
farms, businesses, and livelihoods?  
➢ Productivity and income can be quantified as part of evaluations, but ‟quality” and 
sustainability of rural livelihoods are also transformations that can be rigorously 
evaluated with mixed methods and in the long term.  
➢ There are five criteria that are most frequently applied in the evaluation of 
interventions: relevance (extension objectives vs. beneficiary requirements), 
efficiency (resources converted into results), effectiveness (achievement of 
objectives), impact (positive and negative) and sustainability (probability of 
continuity). 
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➢ Assessing effectiveness means evaluating how it contributes to strengthening the 
exchange of knowledge and the development of new ideas in pluralistic networks 
(new ways of adapting to market demand and to the evolution of agro-ecological 
conditions). 
➢ A key question is how well the chosen technicians represent the interests of the 
target clientele. They must work on communication skills to be able to catalyse the 
transition and ensure that the services meet the demands of farmers. 
➢ Sustainability relates to the maintenance of human resource capacity, analysing 
what is required of organisations, extension managers, and extension staff. One of 
the biggest challenges is to ensure ownership.  
➢ A project evaluation must contribute to a broader understanding of how to improve 
extension systems and focus on the implications of the context. 
➢ Participatory monitoring can be a way to motivate actors to think critically about 
their work and find ways to improve it. Creating ownership for a learning process 
depends on the involvement of extension partners, staff, and users.  
➢ For monitoring performance, it is useful to evaluate how much satisfied are the 
clients with the rates of services or adoption of extension recommendations.  
➢ Information collection should be kept to a minimum. Complicated monitoring 
systems are rarely implemented and may lead to reduce stakeholder engagement. 
Systems should be flexible tools to help stakeholders understand the project in an 
organized way. 
➢ The evaluator is responsible for relating the direct effects of the intervention to the 
claims made in the results framework (relating what was supposed to what 
happened).  
➢ Those responsible for taking action on the conclusions should be strongly involved 
in the design. 
➢ The evaluation of the extension should be deeply focused on gathering the opinions 
and experience of the staffs who are at the field level (e.g. producers and 
technicians) so they can be sure that plans are in harmony with the realities they 
see.  
➢ Detailed stakeholder analysis, in agreement with “boundary critique” (Midgley 
2000a), should ensure that the evaluation questions respond to the needs of the 
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stakeholders. Identify the people who have interest in the evaluation, listing them 
according to their role. It is necessary to address the diverse needs of the different 
interest groups. 
➢ Assessments should be personalized for the purposes of those who will ultimately 
use them. Evaluation need to be useful and this depends on designing and 
facilitating the process to users. 
➢ A learning assessment can prioritize leaders of farmers’ organisations and 
extension agents as primary users. 
➢ To improve the proposal, learning is the focus. The parties learn from the strengths 
and weaknesses of the existing program and re-evaluate how the intervention 
impacts the overall innovation system. 
➢ The evaluation results are expected to support changes in practice in terms of 
program design, focus, individual behaviour and knowledge. 
➢ To help improve the program during its training stage, lessons learned about the 
strengths and limitations of the program are extracted from the data so that changes 
can be made soon.  
➢ Transparency will ensure that different interests are brought to the public light for 
discussion. The evaluator can facilitate group discussions with extension providers 
and with different sets of actors in the innovation system, through brainstorming, 
discussion groups, and interviews; however, conflicts are likely to remain. 
➢ The most important contribution of evaluation is the creation of new expectations, 
new organizational patterns, new ties, and new purposes and goals. Also, it can 
communicate new ways of appreciating extension. 
➢ The pluralistic nature of extension encourages the use of more than one approach 
and tools, both qualitative and quantitative, such is the idea of “multimethodology” 
(Midgley 2000b). 
➢ The assessment must be designed to recognize unwanted impacts of extension, 
since the adoption of new technologies not always will result in a positive impact 
on the well-being and food security of farmers. 
➢ Using available data can provide a starting point to complement what the program 
actors are already collecting. This can increase confidence, since the evaluator is 
then seen as a contribution to the ongoing learning process. 
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➢ The evaluation process should be used to train local staff and consultants on 
concepts and methods. This could help potential evaluators in certain country and 
the extension staff to monitor their work in the future. 
➢ It is important that evaluations examine the incentives that exist for extension, 
research, private actors and producers to work together to understand the 
multidimensional relationships. 
➢ In an unstable scenario, interventions must be ready to reorganize priorities so that 
extension helps clients live with risk and take advantage of new opportunities. 
➢ Assessments should help stakeholders understand what is best for their specific 
context. 
➢ Assessments can gain a global perspective by reviewing how certain groups are 
included or excluded from development trajectories in a given geographic region, 
culture, or political system, which reflects ideas of exploring marginalisation 
issues, as suggested by Midgley (2000a). 
➢ It is important for evaluations to recognize markets, since extension may influence 
the 'playing field' in order to promote more effective functions.  
➢ The goal of the extension is to create an enabling environment for actors to choose 
their own path to follow. 
➢ It is significant to demonstrate whether extension is really necessary, whether it is 
part of investment portfolios, or whether money would be better spent elsewhere - 
"if we are doing the right thing".  
 
II.8. Eco-economy for Solutions 
Moving to the action field, the ‘eco-economy’ model has been recommended as 
appropriate to guide a strategic approach when focusing on the community’s wellbeing 
of rural regions (Sposito, Romeijn & Faggian 2016).  
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‘The eco-economy consists of cumulative and nested webs of viable businesses and 
economic activities that utilise the varied and differentiated forms of environmental 
resources (of rural areas in sustainable ways. They do not result in a net depletion of 
resources but rather provide net benefits and add value to the environment and to the 
community’ (Kitchen & Marsden 2009). 
Source: adapted from Sposito, Romeijn and Faggian (2016) 
The concepts building the model are: sustainability, endogeneity, novelty production 
(innovation), social capital, market governance and institutional arrangements. It is 
based on three main concepts (Sposito 2018). Firstly, the interrelations between the 
multiple functions of agriculture, providing food and fibre, employment, conservation, 
recreation and tourism, maintenance of culture, etc. (OECD 2001), and the 
development of rural areas. Secondly, the place of agriculture within society (or the 
re-embedding agriculture in society rural enterprises); and, finally, the relation of 
multifunctionality with sustainability (where multifunctional agriculture has the 
potential to contribute to sustainable development and, at the same time, increasing the 
multifunctionality of agriculture can make an important contribution to sustainability). 
‘Multifunctionality’ within the model points out that, besides its main function of 
providing food and fibre, agriculture includes many other contributions such as the 
generation of employment and income in rural regions, the conservation of natural 
resources and wildlife, the provision of space and landscapes for recreation and 
tourism, and the maintenance of an agrarian and rural culture (OECD 2001). Three 
Figure 17. The eco-economy model 
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conditions are required to the contribution to rural development linked to 
Multifunctionality: value-adding, development of a new agricultural sector and re-
combination or re-configuration of rural resources (Marsden 2003). 
Beside the new forms of agriculture, Sposito, Romeijn and Faggian (2016) believe that 
rural development needs to be planned in agreement with long-term strategies based 
on a spatial planning approach incorporating with three levels: (1) strategic (emphases 
on the formulation of a strategy and considering driving forces), (2) sub-
regional/Production Areas (considers the allocation of activities that enhance 
economic competitiveness and environmental outcomes), and (3) enterprise 
(contemplates practices at the farm level and activities to achieve agro-ecological 
sustainability). Production Areas (PAs) are spatial units within regions for the 
intensive sustainable development of agriculture, including forestry, agro-forestry and 
bio-energy, their associated activities and underpinning infrastructure.  
The definition of Production Areas and novel components such as Blue-Green 
Infrastructure are promising actions for adapting to human and environmental regional 
challenges to consider in the planning process. Only systemic interventions (ethical, 
accounting of multiple viewpoints and sensitive to the ecology) would offer good 
solutions, considering the magnitude and connection of the problems (Sposito, 
Romeijn & Faggian 2016).  
 
II.9. Design and Visualisation  
The role of design in relating actors (visions, contexts, etc.), integrating planning and 
implementation, knowledge and creativity is fundamental. Spatial design is as an 
essential creative activity included in the planning processes and a central ability of 
planners for the imagination of possible futures and to situate projects in a wider sphere 
to make them strategic (Van den Broeck 2011).  
Building strategic visions requires the design containing shared futures, the promotion 
of common assets, accountability within a time and budget and advice for the systems 
of power (Albrechts 2004). 
Design content might include many different roles in different forms. Four forms are 
represented in Figure 18. A strategic plan would integrate all of them, representing the 
possibility for real and structural socio-spatial transformation. Other thinkers 
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(especially in the  1990s) have shared this view of the organisation of space at different 
levels for a strategic approach (Albrechts 2004). 
Figure 18. Roles or faces of Design 
Source: Van den Broeck (2011). 
The design methods and techniques used today should “allows us to represent and 
imagine different types of knowledge and insights into the characteristics of a space 
and a place, its potential, the potential sustainable futures (becomings) and their 
effects” (Van den Broeck 2011). 
Moreover, as members of the public become involved in planning, the need for 
visualisation has also increased (rendered still images, animations, real-time models, 
among others), since it provides a “common language”, facilitating “boundary 
management” (including functions of communication and mediation between actors), 
engagement  and education. Then, it is important to employ visualization forms to 
effectively support the decision-making processes in workshops or other organized 
activities (Lovett et al. 2015). 
Multi-scalar approaches have been adopted to explore scenarios at certain spacial level 
of interest to collectively study what drives them at larger scales and the implications 
at more local levels (Pettit et al. 2012). Gathering planning and systems thinking 
approaches, an excellent example of a visualisation framework or methodology is 
described in Figure 19.  
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Figure 19. Visualisation framework for planning 
Source: Pettit et al. (2012). 
The recent proliferation of visualisation tools represents an opportunity for scientists 
to more fully involve and share discoveries with the community, planners and decision 
makers (Pettit et al. 2012). 
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III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This section explains the methodology applied in this research, describing quantitative 
and qualitative processes that were fundamental to obtain the expected and unexpected 
outcomes, commented in the following chapter.  
III.1. Project Plan and Methodology 
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Figure 20. Thesis outline focusing on Methodology 
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The type of research chosen was qualitative-quantitative. According to Minayo and 
Deslandes (2007), a qualitative research "works with the universe of meanings, 
motivations, aspirations, beliefs, values and attitudes (...)". Diehl and Tatim (2004), on 
the other hand, defines that quantitative research works with statistical data, and from 
the collection and analysis of those, the information from a study is taken. For Minayo 
and Deslandes (2007), “quantitative and qualitative data, however, are not opposed; 
contrarily, they complement each other, since the reality covered by them interacts 
dynamically, excluding any contradiction”. 
 
III.1.I. Data collection 
For the collection of information, the following were explored: 
• Diagnoses of the social, technical and economic situation in the influence areas of 
the farmers’ local groups (through interviews and quantitative data). 
• Interaction activities with farmers in the local groups, institutions and technicians 
(through interviews and workshops).  
As the research outlined in this thesis was conducted within the auspices of a broader 
scale project (FPTA 343), implemented by UdelaR, INIA and IPA, structed 
questionnaires for interviews and workshops were designed together with FAGRO 
staff, within the bounds of standard ethical and privacy norms as governed by the 
University of the Republic (UDELAR). The posed questions were discussed with the 
Uruguayan supervisor Jorge Álvarez and conformed with the overall framework of the 
co-innovation project implemented by FAGRO (see Appendix XIII.1).  
In addition, on 18 October 2019, V Núñez, Social worker, MGAP (Uruguayan 
department of agriculture), was approached for advice to design the questionnaires, 
considering her experience in the position of evaluator in a very similar extension 
program and her vast knowledge in the social field. Her orientations were in the way 
of addressing expectations (asking whether the program was meeting them, why or 
why not?), looking for similarities between opinions, generating dialogue, using 
triggered questions, motivating for deep conversations and, lastly, evaluating which 
new elements arise that were not expected. “Results emerge from the workshop out of 
the expected” and “aiming the whole family in face-to-face talks generates better 
goals”, she claimed. 
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The population of  research was integrated by farmers, directors and technicians of the 
three Rural Development Societies or organisations (“San Carlos”, “Garzón” and “Las 
Cañas”) and the representants of the institutions (INIA, IPA and UdelaR) involved in 
the co-innovation project during the period of October 2019 to March 2020. The 
sampling was non-probabilistic, of an intentional or judgmental type (Rudio 1995). 
"Researchers select samples that satisfy their specific purposes, even if they are not 
fully representative" (Zikmund 1994). 
Two questionnaires were tested: Ulrich’s (1983) original (see appendix V.III.3.), to 
explore sources of motivations, power, knowledge and legitimacy with UdelaR’s 
members, and one adaptation, also considering the guide for the assessment of 
extension programs by  Christoplos, Sandison and Chipeta (2012), composed of 7 open 
questions, which were applied in person or phone call (in one case). These were: 
I. To what extent have the main objectives been achieved?  
II. What are my motivations to be part of the project? 
III. Are the extension services meeting the farmers’ demand? 
IV. Which have been the advantages and disadvantages of inter-institutionality? 
V. What communication tools can be appealing to farmers? 
VI. How to promote the sustainability of the groups? 
VII. How to promote local empowerment? 
All participants were recruited by FAGRO members, who decided to make use of 
shared spaces created on the monthly meetings in order to avoid asking farmers’ an 
extra effort to join, and to generate another opportunity for sharing ideas and learning. 
Technicians, however, where invited to a special reunion and directors opened their 
regular assembly to generate the space for questions.  
 
III.1.II. Data analysis 
For the organisation and analysis of information, a System Thinking approach was 
employed. Particularly, the focus was on one of these methodologies known as 
‘Systemic Intervention’, which represents an approach by Midgley (2000a) and is part 
of the ‘soft system methodologies’, generally used to tackle very complex problems 
involving social aspects with unclear objectives, as previously explained. Midgley 
endorses the use of a variety of methodologies and methods (known as multi-
methodical approach) for each step (Figure 25). 
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Source: adapted from Sposito (2019). *CSH: Critical Systems Heuristics; SD: System 
Dynamics; VSM: Viable System Model; SSM: Soft System Methodology. 
Systemic Intervention main principles are: 
1. Exploring boundaries – to understand and decide what issues and stakeholders 
are or should be included, excluded or marginalised in the analysis. A practical 
guideline was developed by Ulrich (1983) within his methodology ‘Critical 
Systems Heuristics’, which can be helpful for the contemplation on the ethics 
of tracing the boundaries. 
2. Appreciating relationships – for understanding networks, interconnections and 
causality within and across systems and, therefore, the consequences of 
interventions.  
3. Thinking in terms of systems themselves, like organised wholes with properties 
that should not be analysed in isolation – for developing viable and responsive 
organisations. 
4. Understanding perspectives – for addressing conflict that arise from the 
different way in which stakeholders frame issues; for exploring the multiple 
objectives they have; developing mutual understanding; and agreeing 
solutions. 
Evaluation also included attending to training and social instances which were part of 
the extension program. One useful way of doing social research is focusing on 
language, using some form of discourse analysis (with broad or narrow analysis of 
texts). For a real understanding there is also important to look closely at what happens 
when people talk or write (Fairclough & Corporation 2003). Foucault (1967) proposes 
to take discourses as discontinuous practices, which can be intersected, overlapped. 
For him, the words themselves are nothing else than interpretations and throughout 
their history they interpret before being signs, so they do not mean something 
Figure 21. Representation of Midgley's methodology 
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ultimately. ‘The Order of Discourse’ shows the two great suspicions that have always 
been raised about language: that  language never says exactly what it says, and that 
there are many other things that speak without being strictly language, challenging the 
"clear and distinct" Cartesian consciousness or the enlightened Reason of a science 
that clears the mists of a dogmatic and thoughtless belief (Foucault 1967). 
Considering this, analysis was made by observation of behaviours and discourse with 
the consent of the participants involved and in agreement with Deakin University’s 
standards for human ethics. 
 
III.1.III. Data presentation 
‘It takes a combination of semi-structured interviewing, problem mapping, interactive 
planning, critical systems heuristics, and viable system modelling to support 
stakeholders in both defining the issue and responding to it systemically’(Midgley 
2000a). Figure 22 summarizes the main methodologies applied in this research. 
The large amounts of data generated denote storage and managing challenges. 
Transcribing  interview was time-consuming, producing numerous pages of text. 
Therefore, a range of visual strategies were implemented to sort and connect 
interpretations and outcomes. For example, labelling, coloured cards or index files 
have offered flexibly to stablish patterns or hierarchies (Harding & Whitehead 2013). 
According to Elo et al. (2014), ‘single or multiple systems can be used; although a key 
message is to keep things as simple and accessible as is possible’. 
Quantitative analysis 
Graphs 
Interviews + workshops 
Rich picture (Checkland) 
Critical Heuristics (Ulrich) 
Coding & content analysis 
Word clouds  
Discourse analysis 
Figure 22. Methodologies combined in this study 
Methodological pluralism: 
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Some of the methods adopted for presentation (following Midgley’s more ‘free form’ 
and reflexive style) are described below: 
Table 4. Used methods for qualitative analysis 
Method Definition 
Coding Arranging raw data through recognizing and labelling recurrent 
words, topics or concepts.  
Theoretical  Demonstrating the relations of practical codes and grounded 
theory and integration of hypotheses to the theory. 
Categorisation Logically grouping concepts coming out from data. 
 
Conceptual 
ordering 
Classifying data into distinct categories for their underlying 
meanings. 
Content analysis Counting and reporting the frequency of words, concepts or 
behaviours perceived in the data.  
 
Diagramming Visually illustrating the linkages found in the data. 
Explanatory 
schema 
Organising data into a framework or concept that helps to 
understand it.  
 
Field notes Taking notes or memos during or after observation of a 
phenomenon as a way to remember events, behaviours or 
activities observed. They can be analysed as well.  
Inductive 
analysis 
Generalising from particular observations, implying logical 
thoughts. 
Memoing Tracking thinking through notes during collection and analysis 
of data to generate more information or to guide the final 
notions. 
Source: adapted from Harding and Whitehead (2013). 
 
Further procedures include synthesis, theorising and recontextualising. “Key words” 
were highlighted in order to facilitate the understanding of the results of some 
questions (Cozby & Bates 2012).  
Analysis based on qualities may restart and last until conclusions are being written into 
a thesis. Writing and rewriting are seen a fundamental part of reading and reflection. 
Writing will, every time, need further improvement of classification and interpretation, 
providing additional clarity until meaning appears to be reached or saturated (Harding 
& Whitehead 2013).   
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This chapter discusses the results of the employment of multiple methodologies 
described in the previous chapter. Every step will connect to achieve the study’s aim 
of developing an evaluation and monitoring framework (EMF) to assess the rural 
extension project under analysis.  
 
The ultimate aim of this research was to create a framework that can be useful for the 
evaluation and monitoring of the studied co-innovation project (FPTA 343) as well as 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Adaptation of Systemic 
Intervention 
 
 
LITERATURE  
REVIEW 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
         
RESULTS & 
DISCUSSION 
- Analysis  
- Evaluation 
Co-innovation for the 
sustainable development 
of family farming 
UdelaR, INIA, IPA
RESERACH AIM: 
Develop an EMF for 
assessing if the activities 
are meeting the aims of 
the main actors.
Lessons 
Figure 23. Thesis outline focusing on Results & Discussion 
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future regional projects. All results and discussions were developed in order to 
contribute to this stage. The purpose was to adapt some holistic concepts and 
methodologies (particularly Midgley’s Systemic Intervention) in order to generate the 
framework and recommendations for sustainable action, gave rise to the next sub-
chapters.    
 
IV.1. Describing the region 
This primary description of the regional system was meaningful to criticise and value 
the program’s objectives: strengthening individual and collective capacities of 
farmers, in relation to technology, decision-making and management; promoting the 
use of technical assistance; strengthening farmers organizations for the use of 
associative technologies and insertion in value chains; and strengthening of the Rural 
Societies as a sustainable mechanism when the project finishes. Is was also a first 
approach (using quantitative tools), to gain insights of the farmers’ “worldviews” 
(Checkland 2000) and to choose the qualitative methods which would lead the 
“Systemic Intervention” to evaluate extension in the region. 
Quantitative data for this description was provided by researchers of UdelaR, who 
have been collecting and analysing it since the beginning of the project. Following 
guidelines for appropriate evaluation, this research made use of available information 
as a starting point to complement what the program actors are already working on, 
what might increase confidence, since the evaluator can be seen as a contribution to 
the ongoing learning process (Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). 
It is worth clarifying again that the groups under this study are five in total, two 
belonging to the Rural Development Society of “Garzón”, other two to “Las Cañas” 
and the last one to “San Carlos”. Each of the groups reunites between 8 to 10 farmers. 
However, not all of them are open to share information (either because they choose 
not to, or they do not have it) and many of them were absent during the meetings where 
data was collected. Figure 24 allows to interpret this fact and to start understanding 
why the institutions under study strive for training on data collection and analysis. It 
also explains why the maximum number of quantitative answers was 30, and why, 
when questions required productive or economic data, the number of answers was even 
lower (Table 5). Following Deakin University’s ethic code, there was never an 
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intention to insist in changing this reality (since respect is a primary value for social 
research). 
Source: based on data provided by farmers 
Table 5. Farmers' profile 
  Number of 
answers 
Average Standard 
Deviation 
Maximum Minimum 
Area (ha) 30 266.4 185.2 780.0 12.0 
Improved area 
(ha) 
30 49.2 57.6 195.0 5.0 
Number of 
workers 
30 2.2 0.4 3.0 2.0 
Number of 
family workers 
30 1.9 0.5 3.0 1.0 
Number of cows 16 161.7 117.7 456.0 26.0 
Number of sheep 16 215.3 219.1 724.0 41.0 
Meat production 
(kg/ha) 
5 95.1 24.0 122.0 60.2 
Income (U$/ha) 4 92.0 35.1 123.0 43.0 
Source: based on quantitative data provided by farmers 
Farmers manage an average of 266 (±185) hectares each, ranging from a minimum of 
12 to a maximum of 780, what represents some variability. This value is 487 for the 
livestock producers in the country, and 397 for the ones in the Southeast region 
(MGAP-OPYPA 2016).  30% of them manage between 100 and 200 hectares; whereas 
13%, less than 100; and 43% between 200 and 500. These values differ from national 
statistics, were the same ranges together represent 13%, 57% and 15% respectively 
(MGAP-DIEA 2015), being variability much higher since maximum goes up to 5,000 
managed hectares.   
Figure 24. Registration and calculation at the farm level 
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47%
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Figure 25. Managed area by farmer 
Source: based on quantitative data provided by farmers 
The proportion of “improved area” means the proportion of natural grassland which 
has been altered by the addition of other species or fertilizers and it represents 18% of 
the total area. Nationally, this proportion is about 11-12% (MGAP-DIEA 2015) in 
cattle farms. This might be linked to the previous involvement of the contestants in 
public projects which promoted those “improvements”. Figure 26 displays farmers' 
engagement in activities related to other projects developed in the region in the past.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: based on data provided by farmers 
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Figure 26. Farmers' previous engagement in activities 
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It can be appreciated that previous engagement in training, technical assistance and 
participation in groups is important (86, 62 and 43%), not so in collective sales (0%), 
giving a clue on the problems of markets and why the Co-innovation project aims to 
tackle it.   
The number of cows and sheep represent an average of 0.60 and 0.81 animals/hectare 
respectively, being national average of 0.77 and 0.55. The lower cattle occupation and 
the higher number of sheep in the region of “Sierras del Este” is probably due to the 
lower fertility of its soils, which are mainly superficial or medium, limiting grass 
production and making them more suitable for herd’s grazing (Berretta 2003).  
The predominant system of cow-calf production (Figure 27) reflects the same reality, 
and it represents 53% of the country’s cattle farms (MGAP-DIEA 2015). Competition 
with cropping and forestry, have caused a relocation of livestock production to 
marginalised areas were resources sustain more extensive production systems, 
promoting even more those “simpler” productive options (Sabourin et al. 2015). 
Finishing or full-cycle operations (which are more complex because they require more 
food to raise the animals until they are ready to be consumed) are still reserved for 
more productive soils in Uruguay, being applied to 7 and 18% of the total cattle land 
respectively (MGAP-DIEA 2015), explaining their very low percentage in “Sierra del 
Este”. 
Figure 27. Production systems of farmers 
Source: based on data provided by farmers 
Meat production of 95 (±24) kg/ha (Table 5) is consistent with Uruguayan results for 
mixed cow-calf and sheep production: 87 kg/ha of cow meat and 9 kg/ha of sheep meat 
(Molina 2013), however it accounts just for 5 farmers in the region, since most of them 
do not calculate it regularly. Meanwhile, the farmers’ income of 92 (±35) U$/ha is 
44%
44%
3%
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Cow-calf operations
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higher than the national of 75 (Molina 2013), but (once again) it does not represent the 
entire region because it is based on only 4 farms. In opposition, previous studies have 
demonstrated a limited productive performance and economic results as a reflection of 
the topographic and edaphic characteristics, as well as the non-use of the available 
technologies (Alvarez et al. 2017). 
Regarding social aspects, farmers’ level of education (Figure 28) has proven to be 
uneven: 38% of them received formal education only until primary, 8% finished high-
school, 23% followed a technical career and 31% got a degree in university. Averages 
in Uruguay for cattle farmers also show disparity: 33, 19, 11 and 21% for the same 
categories (MGAP-OPYPA 2016).  
Source: based on data provided by farmers 
Figure 29 indicates that a large proportion of farmers live in their farms (85%), which 
might be linked to their identity: their tradition, family values, in addition to defending 
a free, healthy and natural life-style, as suggested by Sens and Soriano (2001) and Litre 
et al. (2007). 
Figure 29. Farmers' living location 
Source: based on data provided by farmers 
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Figure 28. Farmers’ level of education 
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Some specific difficulties might emerge from this fact, such as isolation or lack of 
organisation since it represents a distance from a from public policies (Sabourin et al. 
2015).  
In spite of being part of organisations which count with and promote the use of shared 
goods, 39% of farmers declare not to use them in common with others (Figure 30), 
what probably was reflected in previous diagnoses, explaining (again) the purposes of 
the Co-innovation program.  
 
Source: based on data provided by farmers 
Another relevant fact is that the region is, according to the government, one of the 
most vulnerable to climate change due to its low water storage capacity and a high 
proportion of installed family farmers (Presidency of the Republic 2013). Climate 
change and a slower innovation in “Sierras del Este” can be judged in two ways: as a 
disadvantage or as an opportunity to value a socio-technical model of alternative 
conservation to the dominant management. The following chapters will address the 
stakeholders’ different views in this relation. 
 
IV.1.I. Rich picture 
In evaluation, there is no need to force agreement of enquiring between stakeholders. 
The focus should be on “boundary critique”, to keep the variety of perspectives, 
consider beneficiaries and actors (that will bring the transformation about), owners 
(that can stop the transformation from happening), victims and environmental 
constrains (to differentiate what is given or what can be changed). To study 
perspectives Midgley suggests Checkland’s (1981) method of mapping the ‘mess’ by 
collectively drawing a picture of what is happening. Figure 31 displays how this can 
be done for the case under study.  
31%
15%
15%
39%
Machinery
Tools
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Nothing
Figure 30. Sharing of resources between groups 
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According to Checkland (1981), mapping contributes to make transformation a reality, 
allowing to see progress by comparison between pictures of the mess, and to find 
“accommodation” between perspectives and agreement on changes, which means, 
identifying a reasonable way forward that every person involved can live with.  
Source: based on Checkland (1981) 
 
The experience of this study has proven that the dynamics in the region are much 
deeper and complex than what was expected. Studying social issues inevitably means 
trying to understand people behaviour and relationships, which are unpredictable and 
countless. In the rural context, many times the decision maker is not the same that 
implement decisions or a whole family is involved in the process.  
In addition, informal networks between actors (farmers, technicians, costumers, etc.) 
occur, which sometimes can not be observed in a limited period of time (as the one 
established for an extension program). Health, relatives, neighbours, entertainment and 
other activities are constantly influencing decisions in the farm. They are essential to 
understand the system since, for family farmers, there is not a clear separation between 
social, economic, environmental and organisational. Therefore, the pillars of 
sustainability are working together the whole time and are completely inter-dependent. 
For example, during the Council’s meeting of “Las Cañas”, a lady was received to tack 
Figure 31. Rich picture of the case study 
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about her need for help in the surgery of her son who was seriously injured after an 
accident, and the members offered support and solutions. In the same instance, they 
planned finances and events for Carnival, proving their roles are numerous and 
political.  
 
IV.2. Focusing on boundaries 
From literature we know that values help to draw boundaries for analysis or action, 
while there are already boundaries in the world that shape values. Understanding this 
allows us to better interpret when the aim is taking action, as well as to identify sources 
of conflict (since different people will consider different boundaries) and 
marginalisation, when the opinions of particular stakeholders are disregarded or 
underestimated (Midgley et al., 2007). 
According to Christoplos, Sandison and Chipeta (2012), those responsible for taking 
action should be strongly involved in the design of evaluation. Thus, an exercise was 
applied to the team of the Agronomy Faculty of UdelaR (two members, who are the 
ones carrying out the program and representing the institution) to debate on the 
boundaries of the intervention. Discussion was around Ulrich’s (1986) 12 questions to 
ask what the system currently is and what it should be (see appendix V.III.3.) and is 
summarized in Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9 below. Each “opinion” corresponds to one 
member’s answer and “discussion” arise from arguing answers together.  
Comments on the last column invited to further debate among those involved, since 
the aims of the project have been established only by institutions. This fact gave rise 
to the formulation of other questions to include all the actors in the debate (the ones 
asked in interviews and workshops), which content was also discussed with the team 
of UdelaR, to extend boundary critique on the social problem.  
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Table 6. Answers about sources of motivation 
Topic 1st opinion 2nd opinion Discussion 
Beneficiary 
and interests 
to be served 
Rural family; 
Improve the quality 
of life through 
productive and 
economic-financial 
functioning. 
Farmer and his family; 
Integral development 
(productive, economic 
and social) and 
improvement of social 
capital, strengthening 
organisations. 
How do other 
participants benefit? 
They also represent 
interests. 
Purpose and 
consequences 
Contribute to the 
development of rural 
families; 
Trained farmers, 
functioning groups 
and strengthened 
organizations. 
Provide tools that 
contribute to achieving 
development; 
Farmers open to change 
and improving their 
production, integrated 
to organisations to be 
actors of local 
development. 
What does each 
farmer really want? 
Have they been 
asked? 
Measure of 
success and 
improvement 
- Farmer: available 
technological 
innovations. 
- Groups: use of 
technical assistance, 
incorporation of new 
practices into farm 
operations. 
- Organisations: 
maintenance of their 
actions, improvement 
in communication 
and social capital. 
- Farmer: changes in 
their production 
processes and social 
integration. 
- Groups: consolidation 
with wide participation 
and exchange. 
- Organisations: 
improvement of intra-
organisational and 
media communication, 
service to its members. 
How would each actor 
evaluate their own 
success and that of 
others? 
 
Table 7. Answers about sources of power 
Topic 1st opinion 2nd opinion Discussion 
Decision-
maker 
Follow-up committee 
that plans and evaluates 
what has been done. 
Follow-up committee, 
but many decisions rest 
on the team that carries 
out the project. 
So, are the committee 
members enough or 
should more people 
be involved? 
Controlled 
resources 
and 
conditions 
of success 
Activities carried out by 
the project and local 
human resources. 
Involvement in the 
process; monitoring of 
the work of groups and 
technicians by 
organisations. 
Idea: Use of "self-
monitoring" and 
"self-assessment" 
tools. 
Not 
controlled 
resources 
and 
conditions 
of success 
The time of processes 
due to the changes of 
organisations’ authorities 
and the rhythm of the 
farmers (different from 
the teams in charge of 
implementing). 
Changes in the 
integration of 
organisations, which 
often do not allow an 
accumulation of 
learning. 
Possibility of 
implementing a 
learning management 
program? With staff 
and training in this 
regard. 
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Table 8. Answers about sources of knowledge 
Topic 1st opinion 2nd opinion Discussion 
Professional 
or experts 
Local technicians 
approved by 
organisations who 
handle fundamental 
theory and practice of 
production systems 
and can communicate 
and motivate. 
Technicians from the 
participating 
institutions, or 
independents or from 
other organisations 
with the endorsement 
of the organisations. 
Possibility of 
incorporating experts 
from other areas to 
address 
communication 
problems and promote 
articulation? 
Expertise or 
relevant 
knowledge 
Of technical assistance 
to livestock farmers: 
animal management, 
forage production, 
group dynamics 
management 
In livestock 
production and 
working with a rural, 
adapting business 
forms of work. 
If integral 
development is 
intended, why only 
mention productive 
solutions? 
Guarantor of 
success 
Institutional 
participation and 
involvement. 
Objective evaluation 
of results. 
Organisations 
strengthened with 
control over actions. 
How would an 
objective evaluation 
look like? 
 
Table 9. Answers about sources of legitimation 
Topic 1st opinion 2nd opinion Discussion 
Legitimate 
stakeholder to the 
interests of those 
affected but not 
involved 
Other rural 
development actors 
(academic and non-
academic), regional 
and national 
authorities involved. 
Representative actors of 
the different integrated 
groups, informed for the 
legitimate decision 
making to the 
representatives. 
Possibility of 
giving greater 
participation to 
civil society in 
this type of 
projects? 
Sources of 
emancipation of 
those affected by 
promises 
In evaluating the 
results, improving the 
levels of capacity and 
autonomy in 
organisations to make 
decisions. 
 
In farmers’ training, the 
strengthening of 
organisations, the 
relationship of the 
organisation with its 
environment and 
participation in local 
development processes. 
Are there 
established 
ethical 
guidelines? 
This could be 
worked on as a 
contribution to 
future similar 
projects. 
Determining 
worldview and 
different visions 
of ‘improvement’ 
Promote the 
development of all 
participants towards 
states in which we 
reach higher levels of 
autonomy. 
Improvement of human, 
social and economic 
capital; strengthening 
the organisation; 
improvement of 
production as a result of 
innovation. 
The visions of 
all actors could 
be mapped to 
build 
accommodation 
and ensure that 
everyone can 
benefit in the 
process. 
 
This analysis adhere to Midgley’s (2000) idea that natural scientists need to employ 
some of the techniques and methods for encouraging debate that social scientists have 
developed before, because, whether in natural or social sciences, scientists’ practice is 
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inevitably value-full (not neutral) and research is just one part of their intervention. In 
general, systems theories (such as Von Bertalanffy’s), explain the necessity to 
transcend disciplines to increase our understanding of the phenomenon to be 
explained. 
 Table 10. Description of undertaken interviews and workshops 
 
Workshops and interviews were spaces for interaction between stakeholders 
(exchange through group dynamic techniques) with the aim of reflecting and debating 
on their objectives and where the change in attitude and enterprising ability are 
expected. They basically provided information in a teaching context, contributing to 
the development of collaborative innovation processes. Among several meetings that 
addressed different regional issues, the analysis of extension strategies are the main 
input for this research (Alvarez et al. 2017). 
Society Date Description Number of 
participants 
Details 
Garzón October 2019 2nd group of 
farmers 
6 4 farmers, 1 
technician, and 1 
agent from MGAP. 
Las Cañas October 2019 2nd group of 
farmers 
5 3 farmers, 1 
technician, one agent 
from FAgro. 
San 
Carlos 
October 2019 1st group of 
farmers 
10 8 farmers, 1 
technician, 1 agent 
from FAgro. 
Garzón November 
2019 
1st group of 
farmers 
7 5 farmers, 1 
technician, 1 agent 
from FAgro. 
San 
Carlos 
November 
2019 
Council 7 7 members (2 are 
technicians). 
Las Cañas November 
2019 
Council 7 6 members (1 is also 
agent from FAgro). 
San 
Carlos 
November 
2019 
1st group of 
farmers 
10 8 farmers, 2 agents 
from FAgro. 
Garzón, 
Las Cañas 
& San 
Carlos 
December 
2019 
Technicians 8 4 technicians, 1 agent 
from INIA, 1 
analysist of 
commercialization, 2 
agents from FAgro. 
Las Cañas December 
2019 
2nd group of 
farmers 
8 5 farmers, 1 
technician, 2 agents 
from FAgro. 
Garzón March 2020 Council 1 1 member. 
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The questionnaire of seven questions, described in methods, gave the information for 
most of this analysis. At first, answers were analysed based on words, including all the 
participants’ speeches. This was an exercise of “coding”, “content analysis” and 
“diagramming” (Harding & Whitehead 2013) as presented in the chosen methodology, 
which intends to employ resources of visualisation, essential for scientists to more 
fully involve and share discoveries with the community, planners and decision makers 
(Pettit et al. 2012) 
Language was selected for analysis because it defines boundary judgements, having 
received great importance as a linker constructing both subject and object, since the 
final half of the 20th Century by Western philosophy (Midgley 2000c). In this sense, 
Maturana (1988) argues that observation depends on the structure of a subject and the 
language he uses to build the observations. 
Evaluation also included attending to training and social instances which were part of 
the extension program. Within the project, groups’ meetings of farmers are organised 
in a way that once a month each member is visited in his/her farm. Productive data is 
prepared by the technician for discussion and he leads conversations regarding 
management and special concerns of the farm. Every three months, a larger meeting is 
deliberated, for example, a full-day with a veterinarian and/or other guests.  
Analysis was made by observation of discourse. Since the 19th century, researchers 
have come back to believe that silent gestures, diseases, all the tumult around us can 
also speak (there are probably languages that are articulated in a non-verbal way); and 
more than ever we are listening to all this possible language, trying to surprise under 
the words a speech that would be more essential (Foucault 1967). Participants in 
qualitative research were viewed both as ‘knowers’, since they carry the knowledge 
the researcher pursues to reveal, and ‘co-creators’, because they are expected to 
contribute with participatory action research (Harding & Whitehead 2013).  
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Figure 32. Main words from interviews and their frequency 
 
The most recurrent words (Figure 32) were, logically, “farmer”, “group”, “technician” 
and “project” (appearing between 28 and 52 times). They were followed by others 
such as “meeting”, “time”, “work”, “product”, “interest”, “call”, “need”, “improve”, 
“problem”, “participate”, “organisation”, “management”, “institution”, “change”, 
“technology”, “society”, “lack”, “knowledge”, “information”, “training”, “talk”, 
60 
 
“economic” and “area”, which were mentioned from 11 to 20 times. Many times they 
were combined in the same phrase but answering many of the open questions, what 
might indicate they represent some of the main concerns of participants. It that sense, 
it was noticed they are related to production, congregation and education (and other 
issues or concepts they comprehend).  
Words like “suggestion”, “help”, “good”, “extension”, “discuss”, “communicate”, 
“learn”, “experience”, “share”, “idea”, “generate”, “decide”, “exchange”, “attend”, 
“adapt”, “respect”, “reach”, “objective”, “involve”, “give”, “support”, “keep”, 
“integrate”, “benefit”, “motivate”, “family”, “effort”, “commit”, “assistance” were 
repeated from 5 to 10 times. Together with an observed common attitude, they could 
express the positivity among the groups, joined with a willingness of learning, 
cooperating, improving, helping. This is relevant to build collective action, because 
what gives unity and coherence to a group is, above all, the acceptance of a set of 
generalized beliefs, which are usually accompanied by the appearance of a group 
conscience (Courdin & Sabourin 2018). 
It is important to understand these conclusions as relative, remembering Foucault 
(1967) argument: they do not mean something ultimately because they are nothing 
more than essential interpretations. Speaking of the three "founders of discourse" 
(Marx, Freud, and Nietzsche) - Foucault demonstrates their interpretation is the 
interpretation of an interpretation: for instance, Marx does not limit himself to 
interpreting bourgeois society, but the bourgeois interpretation of society and Freud 
does not interpret the patient's dream, but the patient's account of his dream. It is 
always an interpretation that shows that examined discourses are, precisely, 
interpretations - "productions" of meaning - and not merely complicated objects to be 
discover with a meaning always given (Foucault 1967). 
Nevertheless, the pure description of the facts of discourse allow us to ask the question 
about the irruption of statements, why they appear and not others, based on what rules, 
and what other statements appear about these rules. It is about determining their 
conditions of existence, setting their limits and relationships with other statements, 
which are excluded; "Give back to the statement its singularity of existence" and its 
articulation with other events, of a different order than discourse, technical, political, 
social, etc (Foucault 1967). This is what the next step tried to explore through studying 
the main answers to the seven proposed questions to the rural groups.  
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IV.2.I. Achievement of the main objectives of the project 
The central question to evaluate any extension program is whether the objectives were 
achieved (Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). As previously exposed, the project 
objectives where about strengthening individual and collective capacities of farmers 
(in relation to technology, decision-making and management), promoting the use of 
technical assistance; strengthening farmers organizations for the use of associative 
technologies and insertion in value chains; and strengthening of the Rural Societies as 
a sustainable mechanism.  
Overall, positive speeches overcame negative ones in this answer. All the groups of 
participants (farmers, directors and technicians) made an exercise of cooperation to 
highlight the good aspects of the project until the date of the interview, reinforcing the 
good environment that has been built (especially among farmers, who demonstrate 
gratitude to be together). Satisfaction is more related to the relationships between 
farmers and novelties within their groups, and less to the relationships across different 
levels (farmers with Societies or farmers with organisations). It also varies among 
groups: the group of “San Carlos” is particularly inspired and optimistic, while the 
new groups of “Las Cañas” and “Garzón” are shy and less confident (as expected, 
since the groups are not in the same stage of maturity).  According to Courdin and 
Sabourin (2018), groups generated from external sources (through the stimulation of 
public policies, for instance) might face greater difficulties in constructing rules and 
Figure 33. To what extent have the main objectives been achieved? Main answers 
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adapting new ones, linked to the self-organisation capacity generated and the degree 
of confidence achieved.  
Answers automatically gave way to the exposition of problems: farmers claimed their 
frustration about the low power of congregation that the call for meeting have had and 
it was evident, through some comments, that they find difficulties in adapting to the 
methodology and tools that are been offered. For example, regarding a system of 
records of outcomes and incomes recommended by the extension workers, they argue: 
“When meeting a crisis, you will not trust in numbers, you realize if you have been 
falling”. Councils complained about the farmers’ “uncommitment”, their lack of 
acknowledgment of the efforts made by the Societies and the uncertainty about the 
continuity of the program. Whereas technicians expressed: “We still can't conclude, 
we are just starting; progress has been made in the link of farmers to Rural 
Development Societies (although there is much more to do), but we feel limited by the 
attitude of the farmers”, “the relationships between farmers and organisation or among 
farmers have not been strengthened yet”.  
As in other Latin-American territories, immature collaborative cultures might be 
affecting the role of systemic managers of generating trust and the achievement of the 
proposed collective objectives (PROCISUR 2012). Actors whose main objective is the 
search for profitability emerge in coexistence with family farmers (Catullo 2014), 
which are mostly driven by emotions to choose one 'rationality' over another 
(Maturana 1988), so it is relevant to acknowledge that their acts are shaped by feelings. 
Other issue to be discussed is “marginalisation”, emerging when one of the 
participants’ groups is pointed as source of conflict when valued or devalued for 
decision-making (further discussed in next question). 
A consent was made about the need of improving communication, the sustainability 
of the project (relying on a recovering participation of the technician) and time 
management.   
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IV.2.II. Motivations to participate 
This question was key to identify other objectives and differences among stakeholders. 
Farmers across all the Societies agreed on the motivation of learning or sharing 
information, knowledge, experiences and personal concerns (such as family, health, 
pets care, etc.). High importance is given to the fellowship or friendship created within 
the groups. Most of them enjoy the diversity of thoughts and practices between 
producers. Also, there is a shared hope for innovation and economic improvement, but 
it seems to occupy a second place in the farmers’ discourse. Meanwhile the Councils 
of the Rural Societies give priority to technology and scientific knowledge, aiming to 
make them available to farmers, through training, talks and partnerships.  
On the other hand, technicians appear to be in the middle of both positions. They would 
like to satisfy the groups’ demand, by studying their visions and being respectable 
agents of extension, as well as the Councils, by being professional and technological 
and economic-driven. Their position agrees with the one expected for their role as 
extension actors (Röling 1990): interact with both professionals (to transform 
knowledge into free information) and farmers (to transform local information into 
learned knowledge for later action). To act as systemic innovation brokers they need 
precisely to promote interdependent networks that collaborate and cooperate 
effectively (PROCISUR 2012). 
Figure 34. What are my motivations to be part of the project? Main answers 
64 
 
The question gave, in several occasion, place to a second one: in what extent are we 
participating in agreement with these motivations? To which farmers confessed their 
low attendance (despite their willingness to meet), technicians their struggle to 
conciliate their jobs and personal matters (despite their effort to be engaged) and 
directors their difficulty of communication (despite a massive time dedicated to the 
project).  
 
IV.2.III. Agreement between extension services and farmers’ demand 
Evaluation of extension must consider how well the chosen technicians represent the 
interests of the target clientele (Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). In this regard, 
farmers express to be glad, especially about the technicians’ reports (which include 
productive and economic data of the farms and topics to discuss), management 
proposals, practical advice and the exchange between them.  
However, they suggest that more profit of technical assistance can be taken, through 
the evaluation of results and evolution (in a way to link the past trades and the present), 
the incorporation of more data in the reports (in the case of “San Carlos”), adding more 
consultations and consolidating the program’s aims. In addition, in some groups 
(“Garzón 1” and “Las Cañas 2”) an absence of adaptation to the methodology can be 
Figure 35. Are the extension services meeting the farmers’ demand? Main answers 
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observed, since they mention they do not use certain tool, or they do not understand 
certain technical references.  
As for Councils, they recognize a "divorce with the farmer". Several members 
complain about farmers’ behaviour (their lack of knowledge, interest, “business 
mentality” or economic purposes) and indicate there is a break between farmers and 
technician. “Farmers just enjoy the social and integrative part”, “there are those who 
are flexible to the adoption of technology and others who abandon it when the project 
ends (mainly those of older age)”, “we do our best for them to fit, but they don't let 
themselves help: all services remain at their will (shed, weighting machine, 
infrastructure, etc.)”, are some of the opinions of “San Carlos” and “Las Cañas’s” 
directors.  
Marginalisation of farmers can be observed when they are subject to strong labelling 
or ritual treatment, raising conflict in the process of making decisions. It is comparable 
to a study case with homeless children (Midgley et al. 2007): “children have chosen to 
live on the streets, but it does not indicate that this is where they really want to be: it 
is a reflection of the lack of alternatives available to them”.  
The director of “Garzón” society believes the problem is the “wrong” language used 
by professionals to attract farmers and the low budget assigned to technicians, which 
(she says) leads to a lower frequency of extension than the necessary to progress. 
Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta (2012), regarding this issue, suggest that working on 
communication skills enables to catalyse transition and to meet the demands of 
farmers. 
Some technicians share the view of Councils, blaming farmers for the insufficient 
articulation with them. Others assume there are problems in the organisations in the 
selection of technicians and in the role they have been given. “We are not providing 
precisely what they need; a change of mindset is required; we must question the 
producer why he does what he does”, they affirm, revealing a difficulty to understand 
the rural worker. 
Transparency of problems by bringing them to interviews and workshops for 
discussion, is part of the evaluation that stimulate parties to learn from the strengths 
and weaknesses of the existing program and re-evaluate how the intervention impacts 
the overall innovation system (Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). 
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IV.2.IV. Advantages and disadvantages of inter-institutionality 
After exploring boundaries with the team of UdelaR (ultimate users of the products of 
this study), it was decided that this topic was only going to be exposed to technicians 
and directors, who are the ones representing the institutions.  
As for main advantages, directors cited: local institutions (Rural Development 
Societies) could help scholars (from INIA, UdelaR and IPA) to reach farmers; 
overlapping resources and projects could be avoided; the quality of technicians and the 
access of organisation to some tools has improved; knowledge is now united; there is 
a sense of regional cooperation because of the network they have constructed.  Also, 
implicit knowledge is acquired through experience in the process itself and is 
represented by organisational and institutional practices of social and economic agents 
(PROCISUR 2012). 
As disadvantages, directors defend that involvement has not been equal among 
institutions and this is important to get positive results; according to some of them, 
sometimes the same efforts are still working separately in the region, what makes 
training repetitive and unappealing to farmers, and they still face difficulties to use a 
“common language” to address the farmer, not adapting to their idiosyncrasy. 
Differently, technicians (specifically the representants of research institutions) see 
trainings as advantages (even if more people need to be affianced) and they point the 
Councils as responsible for a failure in coordination. They understand it is complex to 
articulate, but they are confident they will get better products in the future. 
Figure 36. Which have been the advantages and disadvantages of 
interinstitutionality? Main answers 
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Again, it can be observed that the innovation system still faces immaturity in the sense 
of institutionality to generate collaborative cultures (Catullo 2014). Progress has being 
achieved in other regions integrating multiple disciplines into rural extension work  
(Landini, Olivera Mendez & De Hegedüs 2017). 
 
IV.2.V. Communication tools 
This question was formulated considering it addresses a general problem of rural 
extension programs: communication, as observed in the study by Catullo (2014).  
The following ideas were proposed within the farmers’ groups:  
- Let interaction flow, without "imposing" strategies, respecting individual decisions 
(“Garzón” 2). 
- Calling farmers listed as associated to the Society, asking about their interests and 
their way of production, etc.; offering benefits, especially economic ones or good 
meals (“Las Cañas” 2). 
- Insisting on fun instances of lunch and sharing, evaluations of meetings by farmers 
(through written questions) and thinking about the operation of the group during the 
first year (including expectations, positive and negative aspects). Establishing times, 
possibly by implementing a fixed calendar (“San Carlos” 1). 
Figure 37. What communication tools can be appealing to farmers? Main answers 
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- Promoting advise from neighbours to neighbours and proposing new training topics, 
such as weed and pasture management (“Garzón” 1). 
This ideas follow the principle of ‘endogeneity’, considered vital for development, 
because they come from the centre of the groups, reflecting their desires (Nerfin cited 
in Sposito 2018). However, local consciousness seems to not be expanded yet. To 
directors and technicians, the idea of events with food and economic benefits appears 
as appealing but most of them criticised this interest. Their suggestions were linked to 
the use of external technology (geo-referencing and WhatsApp) and being more 
practical and attractive in trainings. Technicians are insisted in keeping the calls for 
reminders, reinforcing perseverance.  
In general, training conferences (this study considers 3 which happened in the period 
of analysis) were assessed as very good or good by participants and they stated that 
the information was valuable for the application on their farms. To improve, they 
suggested more breaks, improve technical-farmer relationships, online presentations, 
enlarge groups, bringing talks closer to farmers. The analysis requests to question, 
once again, the connection of rural professionals (agronomist, veterinarians, etc.) and 
communication: Could talks prioritize content and been shorter? How to achieve more 
interaction? What is the best learning method for farmers? Have they been asked? 
Results show a lot of work should be done on valuing specific local knowledge that 
reflect cultures in the territory, believing farmers are self-capable of providing their 
needs and making decisions regarding their industries, cooperatives and other common 
initiatives. 
 
IV.2.VI. Sustainability of the groups 
Sustainability, in this case, refers to the conservation of human resource capacity, 
analysing what is required of organisations, extension managers, and extension staff. 
Its biggest challenges is to ensure ownership (Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). 
Inside the groups of farmers, an emphasis was given to the respect for individual 
decisions, discussing together the possibilities of improvement (for example, change 
of productive orientation and different alternatives for grazing management), keeping 
the social component of meetings and the role of the technician, as well as insisting on 
more interaction (monthly meetings to maintain the dynamics, punctuality and 
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communication). Technicians point out the importance of “not taking rules from other 
farmers but adapting them to the reality of each one”.   
The possibility of arrangements to produce and sale together (new market strategies) 
was discussed. It is meaningful for evaluations to recognize markets, since extension 
may influence the 'playing field' in order to promote more effective functions 
(Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). Moreover, there is a call for all of them to 
commitment and to make a better use of common equipment available in the Societies 
(such as weighing machine). 
Directors’ concerns relate to financing and order. The majority insist in the 
improvement of relationships between the organisations and technicians and between 
the organisations and Rural Societies. Some members of “San Carlos” Society suggest 
changes in their approach (“sometimes we must ask to stimulate and not say what must 
be done") and the importance of listening to young people, avoid further problems of 
generational exchange and aging of rural population. Inside “Las Cañas” a new 
conclusion emerges: “it is inevitable to lose part of the groups, just those will interested 
remain. There are some cooperative and some individualistic rationalities, it is very 
difficult to convince the last ones”. Assessment should contemplate if there is a real 
need of extension and where, to avoid formalities and the waste of resources 
(Christoplos, Sandison & Chipeta 2012). In some cases, it was clear than there was no 
motivation or willingness of continuity beyond the financial period. 
Figure 38. How to promote the sustainability of the groups? Main answers 
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Garzón’s director believes the project’s methodology to organise groups should be-
reconsidered: “if this methodology is imposed, the call is lost, mistrust is generated, as 
there is a certain degree of ignorance. Farmers are tired of interventions from the city, 
of being judged. It can not be said that what they do is wrong. Techniques should be 
shown by example so that they can open their minds and listen to the 
recommendations, without standards, respecting their way to accept it”. “The 
methodology pays off in other places, people are up to it or not. All this process is 
absolutely voluntary, it leaves a benefit", is the position of UdelaR about this topic. 
As already discussed, the goal of extension should be precisely to create an enabling 
environment for actors to choose their own path to follow (Christoplos, Sandison & 
Chipeta 2012). There is room to question the flexibility of the methodology, 
considering the vast diversity of farmers’ profiles it deals with. If the objective is 
integral development, endogenous and systemic approaches should not be forgotten, 
and they defend that intervention should start inside the region, considering the 
“worlds” of the involved actors, especially the most affected by actions (undoubtedly 
farmers, in this case).  
In this sense, technicians have already reflected, during the workshop, on having to 
adapt their hypotheses to the reality of the territory, the challenges of introducing 
assistance to the region with a different approach, including the efficient use of 
available human resources, the importance of assessments during the project to 
improve on time and the need to adapt to what the farmers require with criteria. They 
maintained their idea of demonstrating farmers’ an economic and social benefit, 
generating sympathy and incentives, and bringing “the worlds” of technicians and 
farmers closer, by promoting honesty, understanding, generating information on the 
processes that are taking place. More registration and time are also mentioned as 
essential. 
Technicians are considered key to maintain territorial development by strengthening 
the capacities of all the economic and social actors, with social inclusion and 
environmental sustainability, the promotion of collective actions (networking) and 
inter-institutional coordination  (PROCISUR 2012). They mediate the definition of 
roles or delegation of power: establishing who should perform such a task or 
moderating an electoral act. They also may act as leaders, who impose and enforce 
rules; but generating a dependency on the professional is not ideal in the process of 
autonomy (Courdin & Sabourin 2018), being opposite to some notions of endogenous 
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development. Collective action generated endogenously, based on prior knowledge of 
actors and a real need, enables a process of “relaxed” learning, which is not pressured 
by external demands and translates into greater durability of the collective over time 
(Courdin & Sabourin 2018). 
 
IV.2.VII. Local empowerment 
This issue arises for a purpose of discussing ideas of endogenous development. 
Farmers’ replied with views of respect, cooperation, intervention, better-quality 
communication and partnerships. “The message riches higher among peers", has been 
heard in the second group of “Las Cañas”.  
Directors and technicians concluded, separately but similarly, it is highly important to 
start projecting for “the one who produces”, calling the attention (individually) of those 
who “do not listen”.   
During the course of interviews, a shift in the speeches of professionals can be 
observed, what proves that participatory monitoring can motivate actors to think 
critically about their work and find ways to improve it (Christoplos, Sandison & 
Chipeta 2012). Precisely, Midgley’s Systemic Intervention (2000) invites actors to 
perceive methodology as changing and progressive, in a way they can continuously 
learn from others, using many different paradigms that can improve the means for 
intervention. 
Figure 39. How to promote local empowerment? Main answers 
72 
 
The concern of technicians and directors about farmers’ interest in food and money 
when accepting to participate in the project, is not a new matter: past projects where 
accepted by some farmers in the same terms and it possibly builds their idiosyncrasy. 
The different mindsets among actors leave place to judgment or “marginalisation” in 
some occasions, what feeds other problems of extension. In an environment of trust, 
some farmers have expressed they do not see the farm as a profitable business (in 
“Garzón”, where farmers’ come from less benefited economic realities this is clear) 
and, even if this view could be modified by education and training, it should not be 
judged as wrong. 
In South America, a great proposal for (re) valuing and appreciating family livestock 
production in natural conditions has succeeded in the region of Alto Camaquã, South 
Brazil, as an endogenous development strategy to follow, in similar geographic 
conditions than the ones of the studied region. In an environment of high conservation 
of resources natural, it stood out for building knowledge together with farmers, taking 
into account the historical, social, environmental, cultural and economic 
characteristics of the region. As a result, due to the improvement of native grass 
management, it enabled the generation of differentiated products; the organization of 
marketing strategies and the creation of a collective brand. The initiative resulted from 
a partnership between Embrapa (Brazilian Agricultural Research Corporation), the 
Association for the Sustainable Development of Alto Camaquã (ADAC) and Emater-
RS (Borba 2010). 
During an organised conference by the co-innovation project to share regional 
experiences of collective marketing (in September 2019), many farmers have exposed 
their willingness to commit in such strategies in order to overcome the problems of 
market instability, scale and low productivity, land ownership, meeting standards and 
individuality. For that, mediation of the government, industry and other institutions, 
technical assistance and diversifying events were seen as crucial.  
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IV.3. Planning for sustainable development 
The analysis on boundaries suggests it is vital to include in the project some principles 
of “Eco-economy”, “Spatial planning approach”, and “Endogenous development” for 
improvement (Figure 40). 
Source: based on Sposito (2018) 
The integrity between the socio-cultural, economic, organisational and ecological 
spaces is necessary to the regional sustainable development (Sposito 2018). Therefore, 
each of the spaces should be taken into account to improve the regional livelihoods. In 
addition, the principle of ‘endogeneity’ needs to be adopted. ‘Endogenous’ means it 
comes from the centre of the society and reflects its values and vision of future (Nerfin, 
cited in Sposito 2018). 
‘Multiple’, within the model, brings the notion of  Multifunctionality, related to the 
many other contributions of agriculture (besides its main function of providing food 
and fibre): generation of employment and income in rural regions, conservation of 
natural resources and wildlife, provision of space and landscapes for recreation and 
tourism, and the maintenance of an agrarian and rural culture (OECD 2001). Three 
conditions are required for the contribution to rural development linked to 
Figure 40. Framework for planning regional development 
Climate 
Change 
Agricultural 
Production 
Population 
Growth 
Land Use 
Change 
Region 
Rural groups 
Families 
Farm 
Production Areas 
Strategic Level 
74 
 
Multifunctionality: value-adding, development of a new agricultural sector and re-
combination or re-configuration of rural resources (Marsden 2003). 
Furthermore, a spatial planning approach (Sposito, Romeijn & Faggian 2016) to 
development is suggested with the representation of three levels: (1) strategic (for the 
formulation of a strategy at the region), (2) production areas (spatial units within 
regions for the intensive sustainable development of agriculture and their associated 
activities, which would be the groups of farmers united in societies), and (3) farm (to 
contemplate practices at the farm level to achieve agro-ecological sustainability). 
Arrows represent the influence of an external environment or a ‘vulnerability context’ 
(Ellis 2000) that should also be contemplated, represented by trends (national or 
economic, macro-policies, population and technological changes, products’ 
processing, etc.) and shocks (particular challenges), which mediate the strategies that 
people undertake to achieve their livelihood objectives. The capacity of the regional 
economy to recover from these events by adaptive changes to maintain or improve its 
developmental path is what determines its ‘Resilience’ (Martin & Sunley 2015).  
 
IV.4. The final evaluation and monitoring framework (EMF) 
Steps for evaluation and monitoring considered by this research were (Figure 41): 
4. Describing the region or formulating the problem, including values of the actors 
involved. Visualisation tools are especially recommended (for instance, maps and 
graphs). 
5. Discussing boundaries using multiple methodologies and theories, especially some 
that allow to explore sources of motivation, power and knowledge. 
6. Planning for rural sustainable development, considering the principles of 
“multifunctionality” of agriculture and “endogeneity”, the levels of strategy 
(regional, rural groups and farms) and the external factors that might have an effect. 
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Source: based on Midgley (2000) and Sposito (2018) 
Figure 41. EMF for rural extension programs 
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The framework was produced recognizing the fundamental role of design in relating 
actors (visions, contexts, etc.), integrating knowledge, planning and implementation to 
imagine possible futures and to situate projects in order to make them strategic (Van 
den Broeck 2011). It provides a “common language”, facilitating “boundary 
management”, engagement  and education. 
This study indicates that to evaluate a rural extension project, the essential is exploring 
the transformation that different people (stakeholders) want to see and what it means 
to them (Midgley 2000). The analysis should be around the relationships between 
stakeholders (participants and affected people) and the things that need to be addressed 
to make significant changes.  
The several different interrelated methods and techniques employed reinforce the idea 
of theoretical and methodological pluralism. Synergy between boundary discussion 
and methodological pluralism can make possible that each part of Systemic 
Intervention corrects the potential weaknesses of the other (Midgley 2014).  
Since the actors involved in the project under analysis come from very different 
contexts (not only the farmers but also institutions and organisations’ profiles), what 
means having different purposes, this adaptation of Midgley’s approach provides a 
suitable framework for planners to really understand and start tackling the problem as 
a whole.   
Direct participation of farmers and institutions were considered key in the operation 
of the project, as the way to increase their chances of sustainability. The generation of 
shared analysis of problems as a starting point for the promotion of actions, as well as 
the participation of the stakeholders involved in the follow-up and evaluation, allows 
them to be part of the action, engaging in the process to be encouraged. 
It should be admitted, however, that the strategy of analysis always implies the 
researcher’s philosophical vision and research background, where the researcher 
creates a mental picture to relate concepts, explain relationships and relate new 
information back to the earlier developed one. A pre-chosen theoretical framework 
means data will likely be conditioned by a ‘theoretical lens’, meaning theory guide to 
decide what is most important in the data (Harding & Whitehead 2013).  The 
complexity of research rests on the fact that the researcher must continuously 
distinguish between another’s world and his or her own, but also be sufficiently close 
to the life of another so to experience and analyse it.   
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 
This last section presents some final considerations regarding the main findings, 
acknowledging their value and suggesting some possible future directions that could 
derive from this study.  
 
Evaluation allowed to reach deep deductions such as:  
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• Thinking about our limitations as professionals, technicians or agricultural producers 
in terms of communication. As well as contemplating the opportunities for synergies 
with other disciplines. 
• It is essential to consider the different life goals of farmers (which are certainly not 
only economic) and considering what keeps a social group together (thinking of our 
own selves as group members and what motivates us). 
• Extension problems are shared by other groups, other projects and other countries. 
They represent a big dilemma that need complex solutions. 
The workshops for technicians and researchers allowed to reach a consensus that more 
could have been done, greater priority could have been given to the project during the 
year. In general, participants declared to be motivated, satisfied with the meetings and 
the program, but stressed difficulty in managing time, communication and unity of 
famers. UdelaR representants recalled the need to generate links and trust, enriching 
the social relationships already generated.  Instances of inter-institutional exchange are 
crucial and should be more frequent in order to avoid the mentioned “overlapping” of 
resources in the rural area. 
Results invite to reflect on responsibility (avoiding blaming, being self-conscious or 
self-critical), to see difficulties as challenges, to embrace and give the best in the role 
that has been attributed by the program, and to act collectively. Actors must learn that 
mobilizing resources within the group, such as information, influence and recognition, 
generates gains such as power and personal satisfaction, which favours them in 
accessing resources, positioning themselves in networks and generating trust  (Courdin 
& Sabourin 2018). 
Overall, this research suggests a flexible framework for evaluation of rural extension 
programs. It represents a novelty in the application on Midgley’s Systemic 
Intervention, never previously employed in rural contexts or in South America. 
Considering family farming is one of the main economic drivers in the region, and it 
faces great social and environmental challenges in a context of immature innovation 
and conflicts between stakeholders, this plural approach seems highly suitable to 
interpret other regional cases and promote their improvement.  It involves engaging 
with raw data and diagnostic processes to produce new meanings (Harding & 
Whitehead 2013) and it would allow each case of regional intervention to follow their 
own path with no general method for investigation.  
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In local situations, the usefulness of Systems Thinking is proven when the 
interconnection between ecological, social and personal problems demonstrates that 
none of these would be possible to solve if the problematic situation was not taken as 
a whole (Midgley 2000d). 
The main reflection of this study is that complex problems, require complex solutions. 
In situations where tens to hundreds of people are involved, there is no recipe for 
action. Change would start happening from inside, being diversity acknowledged by 
decision makers. This is when the importance of endogenous and systemic approaches 
shows up as the way to study everyone’s perspectives and avoid the so common 
marginalisation in our social context.  
Moving forward to real sustainable development in rural areas requires a mindset 
change of all the stakeholders implicated in action, where we must transcend our 
previous “stable” roles and be open to a continuous learning process, where all 
disciplines and different methodologies are needed and complementary. For instance, 
the researcher of this study started with an agriculture background and was required to 
expand her knowledge by incorporating philosophical or psychological concepts and 
techniques, what is considered a great professional and personal gain.  
Currently, a new work begins through the project 4th component (improvement in 
farmers’ marketing processes), implying new actors and novel research about markets 
and value chains in the region, therefore, more planning and other diagnoses. Macro-
economics and institutions are drivers of farmer behaviour. Therefore, market roles 
and policies can help farming practices forward or backward sustainability goals. The 
key is partnership of farmers, public and private sectors and pursuing transformation 
in the long-term (US National Research Council). It is suggested that this component 
is addressed in future evaluation, or analysis could be made by applying the EMF 
specifically to the commercial component of the project.  
Another process of evaluation of the project is been conducted by INIA in the region: 
12 farmers were selected for follow-up (4 per organisation), suggested by the same 
Societies, which are asked a series of similar questions. This information could enrich 
even more the learning process that is taking place through the intervention of this 
study and could be material for further regional research and action. 
Creating spaces for education, leadership and capacity building, which can enhance 
the process of association and give farmers more power for negotiation, ensuring all 
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the stakeholders participate in this creation and roles are well discussed, is also 
recommended. All the suggested actions will require the collaboration of local 
authorities, industries, landowners, scientists and farm workers, and the approval of all 
the region’s citizens. In other words, the strategies for agriculture will be always 
aligned with the options for the ecological, socio-cultural, economic and 
organisational fields (as suggested by Sposito 2018). 
In addition, in a world of growing uncertainty, considering climate change and 
especially with the recent pandemic situation we are facing at the end of this work 
(with Covid-19 affecting the whole globe), the FPTA program is now changing ways 
of communication, meeting and schedules, and every level of it (from individual 
farmers to external pressures) is changing as well. Therefore, evaluation and meaning 
of success should be constantly discussed, giving priority to learnings, which would 
ultimately be the more meaningful products arising of this experience to enrich the 
future ones.  
The most important contribution of this research is the creation of new ties, patterns 
and expectations, as well as the communication of new ways of appreciating extension, 
that could lead the generation of new purposes and goals. 
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VI. GLOSSARY OF TERMS  
➢ Climate: The slowly varying aspects of the atmosphere–hydrosphere–land 
surface system. AMS, 2012.  
➢ Climate Change: Any systematic change in the long-term statistics of climate 
elements sustained over several decades or longer. AMS, 2012. 
➢ Extension: Process which occurs over a period of time, and not a single, one-
time activity. An educational process which works with rural people, supports 
them and prepares them to confront their problems more successfully. Four 
main elements can be identified within the process of extension: knowledge 
and skills, technical advice and information, farmers' organization, and 
motivation and self-confidence. FAO, 1985.  
➢ Family Farming:  Means of organizing agricultural, forestry, fisheries, 
pastoral and aquaculture production which is managed and operated by a 
family and predominantly reliant on family labour, both women’s and men’s. 
The family and the farm are linked, coevolve and combine economic, 
environmental, reproductive, social and cultural functions. FAO, 2014. 
➢ Land Use: Land use refers to the total of arrangements, activities and inputs 
undertaken in a certain land cover type (a set of human actions). The term land 
use is also used in the sense of the social and economic purposes for which 
land is managed (e.g., grazing, timber extraction and conservation). IPCC, 
2014. 
➢ Land Use Change: Land-use change refers to a change in the use or 
management of land by humans, which may lead to a change in land cover. 
Land cover and land-use change may have an impact on the surface albedo, 
evapotranspiration, sources and sinks of greenhouse gases (GHGs), or other 
properties of the climate system and may thus give rise to radiative forcing 
and/or other impacts on climate, locally or globally. IPCC, 2014. 
➢ Livelihood:  Means of making a living. It encompasses people’s capabilities, 
assets, income and activities required to secure the necessities of life. A 
livelihood is sustainable when it enables people to cope with and recover from 
shocks and stresses (such as natural disasters and economic or social 
upheavals) and enhance their well-being and that of future generations without 
undermining the natural environment or resource base. IFRC, 2006.  
➢ Livestock: Domesticated terrestrial animals that are raised to provide a diverse 
array of goods and services such as traction, meat, milk, eggs, hides, fibres and 
feathers. FAO, 2018.  
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➢ Livestock Systems: Embraces all aspects of the supply and use of livestock 
commodities, including the distribution and abundance of livestock, the 
different production systems in which they are raised, estimates of 
consumption and production now and in the future, the people engaged in 
livestock production and the benefits and impacts of keeping livestock. These 
web pages provide geographical information and resources relating to global 
livestock systems. FAO, 2018.  
➢ Production system: The scale, purpose and nature of the farming enterprise. 
FAO, 2018. 
➢ Resilience: The capacity of social, economic and environmental systems to 
cope with a hazardous event or trend or disturbance, responding or 
reorganizing in ways that maintain their essential function, identity and 
structure, while also maintaining the capacity for adaptation, learning and 
transformation. IPCC, 2014. 
➢ Risk: The potential for consequences where something of value is at stake and 
where the outcome is uncertain, recognizing the diversity of values. Risk is 
often represented as probability or likelihood of occurrence of hazardous 
events or trends multiplied by the impacts if these events or trends occur. IPCC, 
2014. 
➢ Sustainability: A dynamic process that guarantees the persistence of natural 
and human systems in an equitable manner. IPCC, 2014.  
➢ Sustainable Development: Development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs. WCED, 1987.  
➢ Uncertainty: A state of incomplete knowledge that can result from a lack of 
information or from disagreement about what is known or even knowable. 
IPCC, 2014.  
➢ Vulnerability: The propensity or predisposition to be adversely affected. 
Vulnerability encompasses a variety of concepts and elements including 
sensitivity or susceptibility to harm and lack of capacity to cope and adapt. 
IPCC, 2014. 
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VIII.2. Synthesis of forms provided by FAGRO, UdelaR  
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V.III.3. Checklist of Critical Heuristic boundary questions 
Sources of Motivation 
1. Who is (ought to be) the client? That is, whose interests are (should be) served? 
2. What is (ought to be) the purpose? That is, what are (should be) the consequences? 
3. What is (ought to be) the measure of improvement? That is, how can (should) we 
determine that the consequences, taken together, constitute an improvement? 
Sources of Power 
4. Who is (ought to be) the decision-maker? That is, who is (should be) in a position to 
change the measure of improvement? 
5. What resources are (ought to be) controlled by the decision-maker? That is, what 
conditions of success can (should) those involved control? 
6. What conditions are (ought to be) part of the decision environment? That is, what 
conditions can (should) the decision-maker not control (e.g. from the viewpoint of 
those not involved)? 
Sources of Knowledge 
7. Who is (ought to be) considered a professional? That is, who is (should be) involved 
as an expert, e.g. as a researcher, planner or consultant? 
8. What expertise is (ought to be) consulted? That is, what counts (should count) as 
relevant knowledge? 
9. What or who is (ought to be) assumed to be the guarantor of success? That is, 
where do (should) those involved seek some guarantee that improvement will be 
achieved - for example, consensus among experts, the involvement of stakeholders, 
the experience and intuition of those involved, political support? 
Sources of Legitimation 
10. Who is (ought to be) witness to the interests of those affected but not involved? That 
is, who is (should be) treated as a legitimate stakeholder, and who argues (should 
argue) the case of those stakeholders who cannot speak for themselves, including 
future generations and non-human nature? 
11. What secures (ought to secure) the emancipation of those affected from the 
premises and promises of those involved? That is, where does (should) legitimacy 
lie? 
12. What worldview is (ought to be) determining? That is, what different visions of 
`improvement’ are (ought to be) considered, and how are they (should they be) 
reconciled? 
Source: Ulrich, W. (2000). Reflective practice in the civil society: the contribution of 
critically systemic thinking. Reflective Practice 1, no. 2: 247-268. 
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VIII.4. Synthesis of Interviews (original data) 
INTERVIEWS’ NOTES 
0) SOCIAL WORKER 
• Participated in family farmers and climate change project 
• A weakness we identified: lack of integration between projects in the same area with common 
objectives. There may be overlapping resources. 
• “The lack of articulation between institutions is transferred to farmers and sometimes it is not 
recognized”. 
• I would like to build with the producers what I should evaluate. 
• He suggested 4 lines of research: INTERACTION OF LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS, FAMILIES-TECHNICAL 
COMMUNICATION, INNOVATION, WORK IN GROUP OF FARMERS. 
• "Sometimes communication is not thought": thinking how to call, between peers, etc. 
• Consider the vision and rationality of farmers. 
• We discuss the importance of interdiscipline. "Agronomists sometimes believe they are prepared for 
all areas"; "A lot to explore by social workers." 
• Workshop ideas: consider expectations (are we meeting them, why or why not?); Look for 
similarities in opinions, generate dialogue. Use triggered questions and motivate to a deep talk. 
• “Results emerge from the workshop out of the expected”. What elements arise that I did not 
imagine? Exit the design. 
• Call: Aiming the whole family and "face to face" generates better goals. 
 
1) SECOND GROUP of Garzón 
• Fagro, MGAP, the group technician and 4 farmers participate. 
• Productive data is prepared for discussion. 
• Meeting in one of the member’s farm, who works in the country and has animals. 
• The decisions are from the owner who is not present. Farmer's idea of renting the land to change 
management (to cultivate other grasses, change cattle race, etc). 
• Informal technical-farmers interaction occurs. 
• Methodology: 1 time per month each member is visited in his/her farm. 
• Every 3 months, they organize a larger meeting: full-day with veterinarian and/or other guests. 
• The technician communicates the advances to those who do not attend. 
• The technician lets the interaction flow, without "imposing" strategies. I can see respect for 
individual decisions. 
• Production, labour, family and commercial problems (e.g. importance of selling knowing the price 
when talking about informal sale of lambs) are discussed. 
• Common objective at the meeting: learn among all, generate more data (records), space for 
criticism, obtain information in training occasions. 
• Problem: low attendance compared to the first meeting (this is the 2nd). 
 
2) SECOND GROUP OF LAS CAÑAS (Starting). 
• Álvarez (Fagro), a possible technician to start a new group, 3 farmers and I participate. 
• Participating farmers: coordinators (couple) of the first group and 1 new producer. 
• The technician identifies a problem with low power of congregation.  
• Signed to participate: 8 (7 do not attend). 
• Informal group of women grows in parallel, without getting involved with the institution. 
• J Álvarez promotes the use of the farm logbook for management. Farmer uses it as a calendar. 
• Couple says famers get together for food or money. They say they will call attention to other 
farmers. 
• They question whether there is room for a second group. 
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• Call method: call to list of producing partners of the institution. They were previously consulted if 
they were interested, about their production, etc. 
• Jorge Álvarez: “maybe there is no room for a new group”, “it would work with motivation and 
willingness”, “our goal is to offer things that make sense”, “the methodology pays off in other 
places”, “people are up to or not "," all this is absolutely voluntary, it leaves a benefit "," the message 
riches higher among similar people/peers. " 
• Coordinator: “They don't know how nice it is to participate,” “sharing experiences is good,” “There 
is a diversity of farmers, the one that just started and the one with plenty of experience”. 
• QUESTIONS to study: Why not another methodology? Possibility of incorporating the only new 
producer to the previous group? What about the new technician? Who and how should it be called? 
 
3) FIRST GROUP OF SAN CARLOS 
• Participants: 8 farmers, technician, Norberto and me. Missing: 1 farmer of the group. 
• Visit to the farm of Rodolfo (owner), his foreman actively participates. 
• He had previously integrated another project through which he incorporates improvements to 
native grassland (Lotus corniculatus) and “trees’ curtains” for wind. Crossbreeds of HE x Angus. 
Water system, drinking fountains and field divisions came up through the previous project. 
• Farmer comments that they have had financing problems. 
• Very confident environment among farmers. 
• A problem of overgrazing is highlighted in the sharing and very interesting technical proposals are 
made. 
• There is a high level of information handled by the group members. 
• High level of intervention by all. 
• "The good thing about the group is diversity," says a farmer, "you can find members who prepare 
the soil with oxen and others who incorporate a lot of technology." 
• Discussion of productive and personal problems (caring for pets, families, etc.). 
• The technician prepares information on the property, presenting indicators and questions that 
invite participation (after meeting with the owner of the farm). 
• Discussion is generated around the productive orientation (in this case breeding), alternatives to 
improve productivity and avoid losses. Agreements and differences with a lot of respect. 
• Technician points out the importance of “not taking rules from other farmers but adapting them to 
the reality of each one”. 
• There is a good interaction, willingness to comment and exchange knowledge. 
• Fun instance of lunch and sharing. 
• Final evaluation of the visit by farmers (through written questions): Only positive comments with 
emphasis on the exchange of experiences, information, techniques and group work. Suggestions are 
made for the next activity related to natural grass management, weeds and other practices. It is 
suggested to keep the responsibility to participate. Everyone considers that they gain new ideas for 
their own businesses and are motivated to gain more information and training in food, water and 
reproduction management issues. They value learning. 
 
4) TRAINING by FAGRO AND MGAP in “RURAL DE SAN CARLOS”: 
a) Talk by M Pereira of MGAP on rotational grazing vs. continuous: 
• Good call (approx. 25 people: 3 agricultural school students, 10 farmers, 8 technicians and directors 
of Las cañas, Garzón and Rural, MGAP and FAgro institutions). 
• Talk using appropriate language, incorporates human components, discusses the different purposes 
and objectives of the farmers with great respect. 
• He speaks of differences in scale between experiments and production, of homogeneity at the 
productive level and of the importance of “adaptive management” and research in commercial 
reality. 
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• He defends the different concepts of success, the role of emotions in decisions, the contribution of 
different groups of knowledge and the adaptation of research ("Concilience": to abandon 
confrontation and use complementation). 
• “Technology must adapt to reality, it is essential to understand the concept and not to follow the 
recipe”. 
• "The wisdom of the farmers comes from many years of observation." 
• "Complex systems, complex solutions". 
• María González: “The extensionist has to listen to the producer” and talks about inculturation. 
 
b) J. Álvarez & Molina: Registries and Planning. 
• Less participation. 
• Talk about the use of Farm Records Notebook. 
• More technical language. 
• The practical use and examples with neighbours of the area (“more grounded”) are highlighted. 
 
c) Accountant: Tax Talk. 
• Curiosity and interaction among farmers. 
• A lot of information, it becomes dense. 
 
Questions: The agronomist and communication? Could you make shorter talks and prioritize content? 
How to achieve more interaction? What is the best learning method for farmers? Have they been 
asked? 
The participants evaluated the day as very good or good and maintain that the information was 
valuable for the application on their farms. To improve, they suggest more breaks, improve technical-
farmer relationship, online presentations, enlarge groups, bring them closer to farmers. 
 
5) VISITING THE RURAL SOCIETY OF MALDONADO (11/19) 
Director of the society complains about the overlapping activities between Garzón group and the 
closing event in Maldonado, highlighting the importance of the event in the area (“the event of the 
year”) and that they join forces instead of competing. 
Norberto is divided between meeting the Javier expectation and the Garzón group’s one. Is there a 
lack of coordination? 
Norberto has trained some of the technicians previously. 
Tension is seen in the relationship with the Garzón directive due to political sensitivity. 
 
6) GARZÓN 1 GROUP MEETING 
• Graciela and Richard property. She is a retired teacher, who has more than 30 years’ experience in 
the farm with her father. He works outside. 
• Half of the producers are missing. 
• The farmers, members of the “promotion society”, have incorporated improvements (new species in 
grassland, grazing in strips, etc.) with the proposal of the beef industry “more value” and advanced 
from producing 10 to 30 calves per year. 
• Farmers usually take advise from neighbours. 
• Grass management, weed and mud problems in winter are discussed. 
• They plan to go to the “Serencio” control day. 
• Farmers in the presence of technicians make an effort to talk about technology, fertilization, etc. 
• They discuss the owners’ option of keeping the load of cows low. Graciela has a strong relationship 
with her animals, she declares herself "against poisons." 
• They achieve high weaning rates (more than 90%), early reproduction (2 years). "If you don't give 
me a calf, get fat and out"; "If we were to live on animals, we would have more." 
• The economic return is very low, they maintain production to pay the rent and keep capital. 
• They wonder the meaning of indicators such as UG / ha. 
• We talk about personal issues, health problems, family, etc. 
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• Little confidence in the system of records of outcomes and incomes recommended by the extension 
workers: “You will not go with the papers; you realize if you have been falling”. 
• Nivert also expresses its objective of paying rents and production decisions "on the moment" (e.g. a 
supplement purchase). 
• Discussion on the possibility of agreement to produce hay for animals. 
• Technician Leonardo highlights the role of the group in identifying problems, communication, help 
and friendship and he mentions his willingness to help. He argues that producers must “self-convene” 
according to the needs that arise and that they have in common. He also suggests association for the 
sale of products. 
• Graciela and Richard share land and tools with other neighbours. 
• In the “promotion society” they have common equipment (such as weighing machine). Possibility of 
collaboration and shared marketing? 
• What motivates them to be part of the group? Mainly the fellowship. Share ideas, improvements in 
the farm, learn, discuss technology and innovation. Share from work experience, personal, economic, 
social and commercial. "Unity is strength," they comment. 
• Do you think the permanence of the group is important? How to achieve it? They all plan to 
continue, they stress the importance of supporting the technician and have his support, remain 
integrated to the society and participate actively. Importance of committing. 
• Outstanding benefits of the meeting: Exchange of ideas on pasture management and grazing. 
• To include in the next one: maintain technical assistance. They find it difficult to suggest training 
topics but conclude that it would be interesting in weed and pasture management. 
• Norberto and Leonardo announce training that will happen soon in the area. 
• They argue that there are too many meeting or training proposals and they should opt for lack of 
time. 
 
7) MEETING WITH DIRECTOR OF RURAL SOCIETY OF MALDONADO - COLLECTIVE INTERVIEW 
1) Participation: 7 members. 
2) Questions and Answers: 
What motivates me to be part of the project? 
Response of Management: The project is complex; it takes 2 years. It motivates the need to “ground 
the technology” so that it is available to farmers, since there has been a failure in the transfer: the 
technology was reserved for an “elite”. It is important to gather farmers in institutions and translate 
theoretical knowledge into practice. 
Problems identified: A lot of money has been spent on projects that hire good technicians but have 
not been very durable and have achieved little transfer. 
Producers enjoy the social and integrative part. At the individual level there are those who are flexible 
to the adoption of technology and others who abandon it when the project ends (mainly those of 
older age). 
Farmer response: We are motivated by the exchange of knowledge, the opinion we receive from 
other producers and the great heterogeneity in the groups (some use high level of technology, others 
still prepare the soil with oxen). 
 
To what extent has our objectives been achieved *? 
(*OBJECTIVES: Strengthen the individual and collective capacities of farmers - increase knowledge 
of available technology, improvement in decision-making processes and property management, 
creation of technical dialogue spaces, promoting the use of technical assistance; strengthen farmers 
organizations, regarding the implementation of associative articulation technologies and the 
integration and insertion of farmers in value chains; strengthening of the SFR - at the level of the 
specific objective of the project - because that is the sustainable mechanism when the project 
finishes allowing progress in the adoption rate of the technologies identified as being of low use in 
the area). 
Answer: The objectives towards the farmers are going well. However, the strengthening of 
development society is more complex. There are several farmers that do not come close, especially tp 
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trainings, although the number of participants has increased in recent days. This increase may be due 
to a better selection of topics (more interesting, necessary or fashionable). 
The society should distribute knowledge, since it has no other role or livelihood (economic or 
commercial) and is at risk of being forgotten or dispensable. Its function cannot be merely social and 
for this, the doors must be opened to young technicians who fulfil the objective. In addition, it is difficult 
to generate income to maintain the institution, precisely because it does not engage in business. 
Few farmers bring their problems to the “gremio” (union) to be transmitted to the rural federation, nor 
do they find out what is been argued inside the federation. 
Do our services meet the demand of the producers? What communication tools can we use? 
Answer: There is a break between farmers and technician. "There are farmers who should not dedicate 
themselves to produce cows, they do not even know the cuts", "There are people who are not interested 
in what we transmit about bull management: breeding values, review of bulls, double scraping, riding 
capacity ... they underestimate the effort of the institution and the breeders”,“ It is incredible that a 
guy cannot understand the importance of a good bull ”,“ training is sometimes delighting, but then 
they do not apply it, it is a complex challenge ”,“ I don’t know ways to convince them to vaccinate 
animals. ” There are contradictions between technicians to formulate the plans and the producer is not 
flexible. Many farmers in the area are foreigners, short-term, only on weekends or very small ones, 
which complicates the extension. 
Problems: "divorce with the farmer "; lack of resources; it is hard for us to be acknowledged for what 
we do; lack of young people who want to commit to the board; the farmers show only for social 
purposes, food or money; Sometimes they consider that they already know how and do not suggest. 
To improve communication, we are implementing the use of geo-referencing and WhatsApp. We must 
demonstrate knowledge in practice and not on the Rural screen. Sometimes the interesting talks do 
not reach the area (e.g. pastures in superficial soils of INIA 33). With Fagro, we have achieved that now 
there are technicians interested in the area. 
How can I contribute to the improvement / sustainability of the groups? How to promote 
empowerment? 
Institutions should take care of the technician's financing (although there are times that the farmers 
do not want a technician) since a guide is needed to control and command.  
It is essential that the technician knows the area, the idiosyncrasy of farmers. There is a need to improve 
the relationship with farmers, sometimes you must ask to stimulate and not say what "must be done". 
There are problems of generational exchange and aging of the rural population, so we must listen to 
young people. 
Advantages and disadvantages of inter-institutionality? 
INIA and other institutions have searched for local institutions because they did not reach the farmers. 
Before they all did the same and overlapped projects and resources, now that they articulate, they 
could organize so that this does not happen. 
The sum of wills between institutions with the technicians in between will help us and themselves. The 
programs must involve us. 
Fagro and the Plan have been very involved, not so much the MGAP or INIA (they have been making 
the effort despite internal issues). 
These projects must be disseminated so as not to die. We need the entire management team equally 
involved to see results. Without results, the work is sterile. 
 
3) Shared reflection: 
• Extension problems shared by other groups, other projects and other countries. Big dilemma. 
• The importance of considering the different life goals of farmers (not only economic ones) and 
considering what keeps a social group (think of ourselves as group members and what motivates us). 
• Think about our limitations as professionals, technicians or agricultural producers in terms of 
communication. Consider looking for synergies with other disciplines. 
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8) MEETING WITH AFR DIRECTIVE “LAS CAÑAS” - COLLECTIVE INTERVIEW 
 
1- Previously we went out with Norberto to talk with possible farmers participating in group. We are 
welcomed by one's wife and she tells us that they have not shown because of lack of time (many tasks 
and only her husband to perform them). They have an "almost agronomist" son who can advise them. 
In the next property, the family receives us, the producer was ill, with no spirit to leave. Both had a very 
good concept of the technician Gabriel who tried to summon them previously, which gives Norberto 
another perspective and desire to give him a second chance for the creation of the new group. 
 
2- They discuss previous meetings, the increase in communication with farmers through WhatsApp, 
being part of other projects (PFO), progress of groups 1 and 2, the incorporation of the SUL technician 
to the FPTA. They deal with the commercialization issue (such as the lack of interest of the partners in 
participating in the “Cordero Esteño” brand), they comment on tensions with Garzón's directive. They 
comment on the request of another FAgro project on climate change to conduct workshops for farmers, 
and facing the synergy difficulties ("people are full of things" and "faculty did not know about it, they 
play on the side"), they offer alternative dates and interviews not to close the doors. A lady comes to 
ask for help for the surgery of her son who is seriously injured after an accident, they offer support. 
They plan events for Carnival. 
 
3- QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS: 
What motivates us to be part of the project? 
Share experiences (as farmers), collaborate and give opportunity to partners such as training and talks 
(as a director). 
To what extent has our objectives been achieved *? 
In general, they are good but a little slow. Farmers sometimes do not come or are dispersed. The 
organization feels protected by the project, but perhaps we do not use the resources as we should 
(technical assistance is offered 3 times per year per group of farmers  and they are not used). Perhaps 
time is lacking, farm meetings could be more frequent. 
Do our services meet the demand of the producers? What communication tools can we use? 
We do our best for them to fit, but they don't let themselves help. All services remain at their will (shed, 
weighting machine, infrastructure, etc.). Perhaps the new PFO project will help us to better manage 
resources because we are concerned about “seeing them standing”. They are also offered to new 
farmers who want to integrate. Of a group of people, very few are really interested. In general, they 
approach in times of emergency. 
For communication we can call and offer more interesting alternatives. A communication technician 
has suggested more fluency since no one participates in what he does not know, and the members do 
not know everything we are dealing with (there are farmers who say that the information does not 
reach them). Signs can help, also WhatsApp groups. When there is food or social events they show up. 
How can I contribute to the improvement / sustainability of the groups? How to promote 
empowerment? 
It is inevitable to lose part of the groups, those interested remain. There are some cooperative and 
some individualistic rationalities. There are more closed groups. Without support when the project 
ends, it is very difficult to keep the group. Many show interest, but do not attend when they are invited 
to the events and are bothered to leave their activities, perhaps part do not understand the topics that 
are chosen, have a short-term vision (not seeing a quick benefit, they remain disconnected) or are 
closed to new knowledge because they believe they already have enough. 
It is very important to start projecting for “the one who produces”. 
Advantages and disadvantages of inter-institutionality 
As a disadvantage, there are many institutions working on the same and farmers get bored of the same 
training topics. 
There are many advantages such as the quality of the technicians, the tools that we would not 
otherwise have access to (they are giving us free support). We link with all the institutions in the area 
(for example with “Rural”), if we need anything, they help us and vice versa. 
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9) CLOSING MEETING OF THE RURAL 1 GROUP (11/28/2019). 
• 11 participants (including Jorge, Norberto and me). 
• Chat lead by Jorge, Beto and technician. 
• They highlight the fact that the group belongs to the organization, that the technician was 
chosen within it. Close group, they remember the loss of producer Orlando, host of their first 
meeting. 
• We think about the operation of the group during the first year, ordering the information in 
“To keep” (+), “To improve” (-) and “For next year”. The proactivity of the group is observed 
in the diverse and numerous ideas shared for the future and its positivity in having a larger 
list in the “to maintain” column. 
- TO MAINTAIN: Monthly meetings to maintain the dynamics, punctuality, communication (reminders 
by the technician and notices), organization of farm visits by the technician, learning, sharing news and 
ideas, good vibes and humour, exchange of institutions and organizations. 
- TO IMPROVE: Call (establish times, possibility of a fixed calendar), better preparation for farm visits 
(receive information from the technician with more time and inform yourself), greater use of the 
technical assistance available thanks to the project, work on the permanence of the group. 
- FOR THE NEXT YEAR: Add data from the previous year to evaluate results and evolution. Use technical 
assistance. Consolidate potentialities and implement changes to evolve. Follow-up of the experiences 
of the farmers during the year (creation of a space for comments at each meeting). Setting objectives 
or specific goals. Better application of management: raise problems, alternatives and how to put it into 
practice. Focus talks and training to the needs that arise. Assess how the group will continue.  
 
10) MEETING OF TECHNICAL MEMBERS OF THE PROJECT  
(SOC. FOMENTO MALDONADO - 12/09/2019) 
At the beginning, we discuss the delay in the project budget, the progress of the farmer groups, the 
future of the project (the objectives of this year and its fulfillment, the objectives for the second year), 
proposals for improvement, resource planning and innovation. 
Participants: 8. 
Comments on the role of technicians by the Fagro team: propose and justify. The consensus is reached 
that more could have been done and technicians could have given the project greater priority during 
the year. In general, technicians seem motivated, satisfied with the meetings and the project, but 
express difficulty in managing time, communication and call for famers (lack of response and 
commitment, more interest in economic support and social instances). Norberto recalls the need to 
generate links and trust, enriching the social relationships already generated. 
INIA technician comments on his project evaluation methodology: 12 farmers were selected for follow-
up (4 per organization), suggested by the same organizations, which are asked a series of similar 
questions. 
QUESTIONS: 
What motivates us to be part of the project? How much do I participate? 
People / farmers, working in groups, studying visions, guiding, bringing farmers closer to organizations, 
achieving results (adopting technology, for example), avoiding the migration to the city, helping them 
to live on what they like, the extension and the problems of rural areas, the associativism, the direct 
contact, to improve the quality of life, for work / responsibility of the position, for the challenge of a 
reality where the economic thing is not priority. 
We have much more to give, we are starting, there has not been enough time to evaluate it, we give 
everything we can or allow, limitations for family matters or geographical location. 
 
To what extent has our objectives been achieved *? 
We still can't conclude, we are just starting; Progress has been made in the link of farmers to 
development society (still more to do); we feel limited by the attitude of the farmers, the relationships 
between farmers and organization or among farmers have not been strengthened but only within the 
organization (?); Closeness with the institutions has been achieved but the board could participate in 
100 
 
farmers’ meetings; lack of commitment from the directive and farmers to strengthen organizations; As 
for the future of marketing, they see opportunities and positive responses. 
Do our services meet the demand of the producers? What communication tools can we use? 
Farmers should answer it, they have different views according to the individual; there are problems in 
the selection of technicians and in the use they have been given; we are not providing precisely what 
they need; a change of mindset is required; we must question the producer why he does what he does; 
difficult to understand the rural worker. 
We can make use of social interest to bring them closer (events, meals, etc.); WhatsApp messages 
(effective for some, ignored by others); call for reminders: perseverance and insistence; We must make 
use of all the available technology. 
How can I contribute to the improvement / sustainability of the groups? 
Find a way to motivate, contact the individual, learn from him/her, demonstrate an economic and 
social benefit; "Give them things" all the time; generate sympathy and incentives; bring “the worlds” 
of technicians and farmers closer, be honest, understand; register; generate information on the 
processes that are taking place; maybe it takes more time, but it's worth a try. 
Advantages and disadvantages of inter-institutionality. 
The advantages are many, the complex is to articulate, but you get better products. Overlapping 
resources and efforts are avoided; there is a lack of coordination between directives rather than 
between institutions; The trainings have helped a lot, although more people needs to be called. 
 
Reflection on having to adapt the hypotheses to the reality of the territory, the challenges of 
introducing assistance to the region with a different approach, including the efficient use of available 
human resources, the importance of assessments during the project to improve on time, the need to 
adapt to what the farmers require with criteria. 
Finally, Alfredo comments on the work that begins in terms of marketing and value chains in the region, 
first planning to make diagnoses. 
 
11) FIRST GROUP MEETING OF "LAS CAÑAS" 2 
 
Organized by technician in the property of Diamela and husband. 
Property with a large forest area, 20 hectares of which almost 2/3 is native forest. Livestock producers 
with conservation vision, they produce in 6 ha and rent another 12. 
5 farmers participate, discussing possibilities of improvements: change of productive orientation (from 
breeding to rearing), grass improvements, fertilization, use of the forest (cleaning areas or keeping for 
shelter and production of species native). 
Very complete report of the technician together with the farmers with productive data: pasture and 
economic budgeting of different alternatives for meat production; Current and past economic data ... 
Various management experiences are shared. Excellent exchange. 
 
10) GARZÓN DIRECTIVE 
Motivation: 
Fagro appears when the Fomento was beginning, creating great illusions. For the director, scientific 
knowledge would benefit the producer. 
 
Achievement of objectives:  
In her opinion, the project has failed, it has injured the RD Society. Economically it was useful to obtain 
a screen and a projector, but it does not cover enough technical days: The extension agent is only paid 
for 3 days a year, but his work requires a lot of fuel and time to satisfy the demand in the area. The 
Faculty has been less present than what is required and does not provide the necessary materials and 
sessions. 
The technology does not reach the farmer because time is not enough, and the form of transmission is 
inadequate (there is an imposed format). The farmer must be reached, especially the one who does not 
attend, growing the interest of those who do not listen. Maria feels alone in that effort. The problem 
is the low frequency of extension and the inadequate transmission methodology. 
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Professionals must leave their culture to become part of the culture to which they want to transmit 
messages. 
Farmers do not fit culturally for the proposed record system of management. The conferences 
organized by Fagro have caused the number of participating farmers to decline. Efforts have been 
made with other projects, planning meetings with lunches and the permanence of the farmers was also 
not achieved. 
It is very complex for the farmer to leave a day of work in the farm to participate in the instances of 
the project. 
Ideally there should be one meeting per month and every 2 or 3 months a meeting of the entire 
technical group, more attractive conferences, a lot of practice (as has been shown with other successful 
projects), committed professionals who know how to speak “the language of the farmers” (teaching 
how to work, without imposing techniques or numbers, respecting the farmers' own appropriation 
process). 
There was a suggestion to modify the directive before which Maria has opposed, unwilling to change 
the current working methodology since the project will end shortly and return to the same dynamic. 
Anyway, she wants to learn from Fagro how to create a database. 
The suggested methodology (applied in CREA groups) is ideal for entrepreneurs, but SFR producers do 
not have the same mindset. They are adverse to change, they do not think they need the services 
recommended to them. 
 
Tools: 
To call they use many computer tools. When the projects are presented, meetings are called to launch 
them and then WhatsApp groups are created. Then the farmers decide whether to continue or not. If 
there is no money involved, it is more difficult for the technicians to convince (it requires a lot of person-
to-person explanation). 
 
Inter-Institutionality: 
It should enrich the project because valuable knowledge is gathered. However, they fail to integrate in 
order to reach the farmers, they do not adapt to their idiosyncrasy. 
The IPA understands the language of the farmers and has carried out successful meetings, they are in 
the territory. Fagro has not achieved the same. 
 
Improved sustainability: 
The technical team should know the farmer deeply and then create the technical reports. Lots of 
formality is not necessary. In the end, changes should be evaluated, but it is not essential to follow 
recipes literally. If the methodology is imposed, the call is lost, mistrust is generated (as there is a 
certain degree of ignorance). 
Farmers are tired of interventions from the city, of being judged. It cannot be said that what they do is 
wrong. Techniques should be shown by example so that they can open their minds and listen to the 
recommendations (without standards), respecting their way to accept it. 
The new group of farmers, led by Baez, represents hope because the technician has learned from the 
experiences of the first group. 
 
Empowerment: 
María defends the interests of SFR producers. It is necessary to demonstrate with patience and increase 
the frequency of extension to create the need for it. The key is the extension technician (the one from 
the first group has the ability to engage people), to whom more resources should be allocated and who 
needs more autonomy. 
 
